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ABSTRACT 
 
I surveyed random (mail and internet panel surveys) and convenience samples (web 
surveys) of Louisiana waterfowl hunters following the 2009-2010, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 
seasons.  I hypothesized significant differences in effort, success, satisfaction and demographics, 
but no difference in attitudes, in responses between random and convenience survey methods.  I 
mailed to stratified random samples of 2,500 in 2010, 6,400 in 2012, and 2,500 each for mail and 
on-line internet panel response in 2013.  An identical web survey, hosted each year during the 
same time period, facilitated open-access response.  I received 1,676 usable responses in 2010 
(727 mail and 949 web), 2,382 usable responses in 2012 (1,096 mail and 1,286 web), and 2,121 
usable responses in 2013 (590 mail, 145 internet panel, and 1,407 web).  Cost per usable 
response averaged $39.10 for mail surveys, $41.70 for the internet panel survey, and $3.20 for 
web surveys.  Compared with the mail surveys and internet panel, respondents to the web 
surveys hunted more frequently, harvested more waterfowl, and placed higher levels of self-
identity or importance on waterfowl hunting.  However, I noted similarities in attitudes toward 
regulatory alternatives across survey methods in all 3 studies.  I tested the random and 
convenience samples using binary logistic regression of variables measuring effort, success, 
satisfaction, and demographics, exceeding statistical standards for classification accuracy in 2010 
and 2012, but not 2013, resulting in a mixed conclusion for these characteristics.  Identical tests 
of attitudinal variables failed to meet statistical standards for classification accuracy in all 3 
studies, confirming the inability to distinguish respondents by survey method using attitudinal 
variables.  Polar reclassification of attitudinal responses into bichotomous categories led to 
identical managerial conclusions in 12 of 13 Likert-scaled questions, irrespective of survey 
method.  Results support my hypothesis of no significant differences in hunter attitudes between 
 xii   
random and convenience samples. These findings identify an opportunity to increase stakeholder 
feedback at reduced costs using web-based surveys.  I suggest that survey methodology be 
carefully linked to survey objectives, and that open web surveys may be used to supplement 
random surveys in investigations of stakeholder attitudes to inform development of natural 
resource policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1   
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The public seeks increased input into the management of natural resources, and state 
wildlife agencies are compelled by statute, policy, politics, or best practices to facilitate 
engagement of stakeholders (Decker et al. 2001, Lord and Cheng 2006).  Wildlife agencies 
utilize commission meetings, public hearings, advisory boards, and surveys to provide the 
opportunity for input, but they rank scientifically-designed random surveys as their most 
important technique for gathering public opinions (Decker et al. 2001, Lord and Cheng 2006).  
Response rates to mail and telephone and mail surveys are declining, increasing sampling time 
and cost and concerns about non-representative samples (Manfreda et al. 2008, Dillman et al. 
2009, Vaske 2011, Vaske et al. 2011).  Additionally, wildlife managers are facing constraints in 
time, personnel, and budgets, resulting in an increased interest in web or internet survey 
techniques (Vaske 2008, Fieberg et al. 2010).  Faster response time and lower costs are the 
principle factors driving interest in web-based surveys (Brick 2011).  Web or internet based 
surveys may use probabilistic or non-probabilistic sampling, and may be distributed via e-mail 
with attached survey, e-mail with embedded link, mailed letter or postcard including a website 
address, pre-recruited panel, or open access website (Gigliotti 2011).  The simultaneous use of 
more than 1 sampling frame (e.g., mail and web) offers the potential to attract different user 
profiles, increase coverage, and decrease sampling variance (Schillewaert et al. 1998, Fleming 
and Bowden 2009, Brick 2011).   
 When properly designed, surveys distributed to random (probabilistic) samples allow 
researchers to generalize results from a relatively small number of responses (Schonlau et al. 
2002, Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 2009).  Open (non-probabilistic) web surveys are frequently 
faster, easier, and less expensive than probabilistic mail, phone, or interview surveys, and share 
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important characteristics with mail surveys including interviewee access to the questionnaire, 
flexibility of timing of completion, and limitation of expectational bias resulting from direct 
interviewer interaction (Schonlau et al. 2002, Kiernan et al. 2005, Dillman et al. 2009, Fleming 
and Bowden 2009, Gigliotti 2011).  Web surveys are faster due to dynamic design and 
formatting, expedited delivery (in some forms), shorter completion time, elimination of data 
entry, automated descriptive reporting, automated graphic and statistical applications, and 
automatic data capture to Access, Excel or SPSS files (Vaske 2008, Lesser et al. 2011, Vaske et 
al. 2011).  They are easier to construct and implement due to access to libraries of survey 
questions, availability of drop down menus, automated branching and skipping (eliminating 
irrelevant questions and potential confusion), elimination of paper mailing (in some forms), and 
elimination of data entry (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Vaske 2008, Vaske et al. 2011).  They are 
less expensive due to reductions in personnel time, elimination of expenses for supplies, printing, 
and postage (in some forms), and low overall cost per completed survey (Vaske 2008, Lesser et 
al. 2011, Vaske et al. 2011).  Web surveys may also enable automated tracking of respondents 
with removal from subsequent contacts, provide options for real-time randomization of survey 
questions, obtain equal or longer and more substantive responses to open-ended questions, 
provide opportunity for real-time interaction with participants, enable inclusion of audio or video 
clips and animation, and reduce data entry errors (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Kiernan et al. 
2005, Vaske 2008, Sexton et al. 2011, Vaske et al. 2011).  Higher response rates (compared to 
mail surveys) are reported when web surveys are utilized with educated and technologically 
advanced target populations (Kiernan et al. 2005, Deutskens et al. 2006, Greenlaw and Brown-
Welty 2009, Connelly et al. 2012). 
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The principal problem confronting researchers is the susceptibility to bias of open web 
surveys as the result of non-random (convenience) sampling (Duda and Nobile 2010, Vaske et al. 
2011).  Coverage error can bias any survey technique if the target population is sampled 
incompletely, resulting in a loss of information relevant to the survey objective (Fricker and 
Schonlau 2002, Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 2009).  In 2010, an estimated 77.3% of the U.S. 
population had access to the internet, leaving over 20% without coverage 
(www.internetworldstats.com Accessed 3 Jan 2012).
1
  Master lists of e-mail addresses are not 
available for the general U. S. population, and few, if any, wildlife agencies have a complete list 
of e-mail addresses of licensees (Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 2009, Brick 2011, Sexton et al. 
2011, Stern et al. 2014).  Stakeholder bias can be introduced when subgroups of self-interested 
stakeholders promote and self-select into the survey disproportionately (Groves and Peytcheva 
2008, Duda and Nobile 2010, Gigliotti 2011).  Stakeholder bias can be exacerbated by design of 
narrowly focused (e.g., single issue) surveys or by identification of highly salient issues in pre-
survey and/or mid-survey publicity (Groves and Peytcheva 2008, Duda and Nobile 2010).  
Similar to other survey techniques, non-response error can occur in web-based surveys if survey 
respondents differ from non-respondents in a manner relevant to the survey objective.  Online 
respondents frequently differ from other survey respondents and are disproportionately younger, 
better educated, more affluent, more urban, more white, and more male (Dillman et al. 2009, 
Duda and Nobile 2010, Graefe et al. 2011, Sexton et al. 2011, Stern et al. 2014).  Low response 
rates increase the possibility of non-response error, and response rates to web surveys are, on 
average, 11% lower than responses via other survey modes (Manfreda et al. 2008).  Technology 
differentially impacts response rates to web surveys due to incorrect e-mail addresses, spam 
filters, software incompatibility, poor quality internet service (resulting in slow response times), 
                                                 
1 U. S. internet access has increased to 87.0% in 2014 (www.internetworldstats.com Accessed 4 Jun 2014. 
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or system crashes (Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 2009, Gigliotti 2011, Sexton et al. 2011).  Lack of 
computer literacy, concerns for confidentiality and privacy over the internet, and the inability to 
review a survey in its entirety and prepare for questions in advance also contribute to lower 
response rates to web surveys (Kiernan et al. 2005, Manfreda et al. 2008, Vaske 2008, Dillman et 
al. 2009, Gigliotti 2011).  The proliferation of web surveys and their naïve misuse by researchers 
and industry also contribute to lower response rates (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Brick 2011).  
Low response rates increase the possibility of non-response error (Dillman et al. 2010).   
It is clear that no single survey methodology currently available is optimal in terms of 
speed, ease, coverage, and cost (Stern et al. 2014).  Recruitment of internet panels using random 
samples has the potential to provide some of the cost and timing benefits of web surveys while 
retaining a known, non-zero probability of recruitment to group membership (Dillman et al. 
2009, Grandjean et al. 2009).   
Differences in survey responses between random and convenience samples are well 
documented in wildlife literature and continue to be reported (Hunt et al. 2010, Duda and Nobile 
2010, Gigliotti 2011, Lukacs et al. 2011, Alessi and Miller 2012).   Relatively few studies, 
however, differentiate responses by nature of question (e.g., demographic, behavioral, or 
attitudinal).  Attitudes reflect positive or negative evaluations of a particular person, action, or 
object (Maio et al. 2003, Vaske 2008, Heberlein 2012).  Attitudes have been reported to be 
similar in comparisons of both random to convenience samples (Johnson et al. 1993, Best et al. 
2001, Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011), and mail to web survey methods 
(Kiernan et al. 2005, Deutskens et al. 2006, Gigliotti 2011, Graefe et al. 2011, Carrozzino-Lyon 
et al. 2013).  Johnson et al. (1993) compared preferences of Oregon hunters for mule deer 
management strategies and found the order of preference similar (1 exception) between attitudes 
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reported by attendees of public meetings and those reported via random mail survey.  In a 1999 
study of political attitudes, Best et al. (2001) found no difference in the psychological 
mechanisms utilized by internet users and non-users, reaching the same conclusions from a 
convenience sample of internet users as from a probabilistic telephone sample.  Peterson and 
Messmer (2010) compared attitudes toward winter feeding of mule deer recorded in public 
meetings to those reported by random mail survey, and concluded that input developed through 
the public meeting process accurately reflected attitudes of Utah wildlife stakeholders.  In a 
comparison of deer hunter attitudes collected from public meetings, from a random mail survey, 
and from an open web survey, Cornicelli and Grund (2011) observed demographic differences 
but not attitudinal differences among respondents to the 3 data collection methods.  A potential 
explanation of these similar results is grounded in the cognitive hierarchy of human behavior, 
which conceptualizes stability of attitudes relative to behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, Vaske and 
Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  The model suggests 
that attitudes are foundational to behaviors, and, as such, are less subject to change, less specific 
to situations, and more closely linked to basic beliefs than to behaviors (Figure 1.1; Fulton et 
al.1996, Vaske and Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  
This combination of theoretical hierarchy and published research led me to question whether 
convenience web surveys could be as reliable as conventional random surveys for investigation 
of public attitudes, and formed the basis of my research hypotheses.     
 The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) commissioned post-season 
mixed-method studies of Louisiana waterfowl hunters in 2010, 2012, and 2013, each employing 
identical and concurrent surveys conducted using random mail and open web formats.  In these 3 
studies, our web surveys were open access (non-probabilistic or convenience samples) with 
 6   
                                                     
Figure 1.1.  The cognitive hierarchy of human behavior (adapted from Vaske and Manfredo 2012). 
 
participants recruited via mass media or e-mail with embedded link to the website.  The 2013 
survey also introduced a 3
rd
 format, an internet panel recruited by random mail.  All 3 studies 
included attitudinal, demographic, and behavioral questions addressing specific management 
objectives and regulatory alternatives.  The 2010 survey was tested using 2 focus groups 
composed of student hunters and adult non-student hunters, respectively.  Each survey was 
vetted by >10 iterations of professional and peer review by members of my committee and 
sponsoring organizations prior to distribution.  The management objective of the 2010 survey 
was to update information obtained in 2005 on waterfowl hunting effort, success, satisfaction, 
and regulatory preferences as general input into decisions impacting waterfowl management and 
hunting regulations.  The management objective of the 2012 survey was to obtain input into the 
number and design of waterfowl zones and the timing of season dates and splits (intervals of 
intra-season closure).  The management objective of the 2013 survey was to obtain feedback on 
specific proposals for season dates and the timing of youth hunts in each of Louisiana’s 
waterfowl hunting zones.   
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  My scientific objective was consistent across years:  to evaluate the cost effectiveness 
and comparability of open web surveys (convenience samples) in contrast to mail and internet 
panel surveys (random samples).  Relative to this scientific objective, I addressed 2 hypotheses 
in each survey:  First, that responses obtained from random samples would differ significantly 
from responses from a convenience sample in measures of hunter effort, success, satisfaction, 
and demographics (hunter characteristics); and, second, that there would be no significant 
difference between responses obtained from random and convenience samples in attitudes 
towards regulatory alternatives (hunter attitudes).  
The 2012 and 2013 surveys were not pre-planned, but were engaged as a result of a 
specific opportunity for revision of hunting zones and splits made available by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  As a result of having 3 different managerial objectives, only a few questions of 
hunter effort, success, satisfaction, demographics, and attitudes were consistent across the 2010, 
2012, and 2013 surveys.  As the focal point of the study was hunter attitudes, I combined hunter 
effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics into the alternative category of hunter 
characteristics. Effort, success, and demographics were grouped based on literature reporting 
differences in responses between random and convenience samples (Johnson et al. 1993, Hunt et 
al. 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011, Alessi and Miller 2012).  Satisfaction is included in the 
grouping based upon reported correlations to success and effort (Hendee 1974, Miller and Graefe 
2001, Brunke and Hunt  2007).  I utilized binary logistic regression with Wald forward selection 
to identify the significance of individual variables within both categories of hunter characteristics 
and hunter attitudes, minimizing the influence of the arbitrary groupings (PASW
®
 Statistics 
GradPack 18, IBM SPSS, Hawthorne, NY USA). 
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CHAPTER 2 
THE 2010 SURVEY OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS
2
 
 
Abstract   
I surveyed random and convenience samples of Louisiana waterfowl hunters following 
the 2009-2010 season, and asked identical questions about waterfowl-hunting effort, success, 
satisfaction, regulatory alternatives, and demographics.  I received 727 usable responses to a 
random mail survey, and 949 usable responses to an on-line web survey that was accessible to 
the general public.  Compared with the random mail survey, respondents to the web survey 
hunted more frequently, harvested more waterfowl, and placed greater importance on waterfowl 
hunting.  However, I noted similarities in attitudes toward regulatory alternatives across survey 
methods.  Binary logistic regression of 13 variables measuring effort, success, satisfaction, and 
demographics accurately predicted the survey method of 75.5% of respondents.  Similar analysis 
of 10 variables measuring attitudes toward regulatory alternatives categorized only 44.8% of the 
mail survey respondents into their correct survey method, and failed to meet statistical standards 
for predictive accuracy.  Polar reclassification of attitudinal responses into bichotomous 
categories led to identical managerial conclusions, irrespective of survey method.  Based on 
these results, I believe responses from the random mail survey more accurately represented the 
demographics, effort, and success of Louisiana waterfowl hunters; however, the attitudes of 
respondents did not differ between random mail and convenience web samples, especially in 
regard to regulatory alternatives.  The ease and low cost of web surveys are important advantages 
                                                 
2
 A modified version of this chapter is being published as Laborde, L. P. Jr., F. C. Rohwer, M. D. 
Kaller, and L. A. Reynolds.  2014.  Surveying Louisiana waterfowl hunters:  Open web and 
random mail surveys produce similar responses to attitudinal questions.  The Wildlife 
Society Bulletin 38:in press.  This version is included with permission of The Wildlife 
Society Bulletin.   
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over traditional mail surveys.  I suggest survey methodology be carefully linked to survey 
objectives, and that open web surveys may be used to supplement random surveys in 
investigations of stakeholder attitudes to inform development of natural resource policy. 
Key words.  convenience sample, hunter attitudes, Louisiana waterfowl hunters, open 
web survey, polar reclassification, probabilistic sample, random mail survey, survey methods 
Introduction 
The public seeks increased input into the management of natural resources, and wildlife 
commissions and managers utilize commission meetings, public hearings, advisory boards, and 
surveys to provide the opportunity for input (Decker et al. 2001, Lord and Cheng 2006).  State 
wildlife agencies rank scientifically-designed random surveys as their most important technique 
for gathering public opinions (Lord and Cheng 2006).  Concurrently, wildlife managers are 
facing constraints in time, personnel, and budgets, resulting in an increased interest in internet or 
web survey techniques (Vaske 2008, Fieberg et al. 2010).  Such was the case in 2010 when, 
facing limited funds and a tight deadline, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
(LDWF) elected to commission identical and concurrent random mail and open web surveys to 
maximize opportunities for public input while preserving scientific integrity.  The management 
objective of the 2010 survey was to update information obtained in 2005 on waterfowl hunting 
effort, success, satisfaction, and regulatory preferences as general input into decisions impacting 
waterfowl management and hunting regulations.   
 When properly designed, random mail surveys allow researchers to generalize results 
from a relatively small number of responses (Schonlau et al. 2002, Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 
2009).  Open web surveys are frequently faster and less expensive than mail, phone, or interview 
surveys (Schonlau et al. 2002, Kiernan et al. 2005, Dillman et al. 2009, Gigliotti 2011).  
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However, web surveys are susceptible to bias from several sources as the result of non-random 
(convenience) sampling (Duda and Nobile 2010, Vaske et al. 2011).  Coverage error can occur if 
the target population is sampled incompletely, resulting in a loss of information (Vaske 2008, 
Dillman et al. 2009).  In addition, stakeholder bias can be introduced when subgroups promote 
and self-select into the survey disproportionately (Duda and Nobile 2010, Sexton et al. 2011).   
Stakeholder bias can be exacerbated by design of narrowly focused (e.g., single issue) surveys or 
by identification of issues of high concern in pre-survey or mid-survey publicity (Duda and 
Nobile 2010).  Similar to other survey techniques, non-response error can occur in web-based 
surveys if survey respondents differ from non-respondents, and low response rates increase the 
possibility of non-response error (Dillman et al. 2010).   
Differences in survey responses between random and convenience samples are well 
documented in wildlife literature and continue to be reported (Hunt et al. 2010, Duda and Nobile 
2010, Lukacs et al. 2011, Alessi and Miller 2012).   Relatively few studies, however, 
differentiate responses by nature of question (e.g., demographic, behavioral, or attitudinal).  
Hunter attitudes have been reported to be similar in comparisons of both random to convenience 
samples and mail to web survey methods (Johnson et al. 1993, Peterson and Messmer 2010, 
Cornicelli and Grund 2011, Gigliotti 2011).  A potential explanation of these results is based in 
the cognitive hierarchy model of human behavior, which conceptualizes stability of attitudes 
relative to behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, Vaske and Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 
2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  The model suggests that attitudes are foundational to 
behaviors, and, as such, are less subject to change, less specific to situations, and more closely 
linked to value orientations than to behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, Vaske and Donnelly 1999, 
Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  The combination of theoretical 
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hierarchy and published research findings led me to question whether convenience web surveys 
could be as reliable as conventional random surveys for investigation of public attitudes, and 
formed the basis of my research hypotheses. 
 My scientific objective was to evaluate the cost effectiveness and comparability of an 
open web survey (convenience sample) in contrast to a random mail survey (random sample).  I 
tested 2  hypotheses:  first, that responses to a random mail survey would differ from responses 
to an open web survey in measures of hunter effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics; and, 
second, that there would be no difference between responses to the random mail survey and open 
web survey in hunter attitudes about regulatory alternatives.  
Study Area 
I obtained a list of 2009-2010 Louisiana Harvest Information Program (HIP) registrants 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Division of Migratory Bird Management.  The sampling 
frame included 71,724 Louisiana resident and non-resident hunters who either purchased a 2009-
2010 waterfowl license or held lifetime, sportsman, or senior licenses and indicated they had 
harvested at least 1 duck or goose during the prior season.  
Methods 
 I conducted the 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters using random mail and 
open web distribution following the 2009-2010 waterfowl season.  The 10-page survey included 
42 questions addressing hunting effort, methods, success, satisfaction, regulatory alternatives, 
self-identity, and demographics (Appendix A).  Survey protocols ensured informed consent, 
anonymity, and confidentiality of responses, and were approved by the LSU AgCenter 
Institutional Review Board (IRB Protocol Number H09-04). 
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 The random mail survey (mail survey) was mailed to a stratified random sample of 2,500 
licensed waterfowl hunters, including 2,000 resident male hunters, 250 resident female hunters, 
and 250 non-resident hunters.  Mail survey recipients were provided the option of responding via 
hard copy or web survey, using a unique identification code provided with each.  An 
announcement postcard was mailed April 1
st
, followed by a survey, a reminder postcard, and a 
2
nd
 survey at 2-week intervals (Dillman et al. 2009).  To assess non-response bias, I compared 
the geographic distribution (zip code) and age class of mail survey respondents to members of 
the HIP sampling frame (71,724 hunters) using Poisson regression (PROC GENMOD SAS
® 
9.3 
SAS Institute Inc. Cary, NC USA).   
A separate but identical convenience web survey (web survey), hosted during the same 
time period on the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) website, facilitated 
open-access response.  LDWF provided publicity for the web survey using their quarterly 
journal, Louisiana Conservationist, the LDWF website, news releases, newspaper articles, and 
media interviews of LDWF staff.  I also distributed the web survey by e-mail with an embedded 
link to local leadership of Delta Waterfowl Foundation, Ducks Unlimited, Inc., and the Louisiana 
Waterfowl Alliance, with a request that it be distributed within their respective state 
organizations.  Responses were limited to 1 per Internet Protocol (IP) address to minimize poll 
crashing (Dillman et al. 2009).  I collected responses to both surveys through June 30, 2010.  
I calculated response rates based on deliverable mail count and usable responses after 
eliminating identifiable duplicate responses and all surveys with >50% item non-response (Hair 
et al. 2010). I calculated direct cost per usable response.  Direct costs included survey design 
consulting, website design, address validation, mailing materials and printing, postage and 
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handling, data entry and validation, and project management.  Investigator time and university-
provided software licenses were excluded from direct costs.   
For analysis, I selected the 13 most salient questions representing hunter effort, success, 
overall satisfaction, and demographics (hunter characteristics), and all questions (10) 
representing attitudes about regulatory alternatives (hunter attitudes).   I analyzed responses from 
the mail survey and web survey using binary logistic regression with Wald forward selection 
(PASW
®
 Statistics GradPack 18, IBM SPSS, Hawthorne, NY USA).  I used binary logistic 
regression, which is appropriate for analysis involving large sample sizes, to test the ability of 
hunter characteristics and attitudes to predict survey method (mail or web) of respondents (Hair 
et al. 2010).  Logistic regression is often preferable to chi-square and t-tests, which are strongly 
influenced by (large) sample size (Johnson 1999, Knoke et al. 2002, Vaske 2008).  Wald forward 
selection eliminates from the model any independent variable that is non-significant (α = 0.05) 
for prediction of the dependent variable (survey method).  I used Nagelkerke R
2 
to assess model 
fit  following Vaske (2008), measured the percentage of observations correctly classified, and 
evaluated predictive accuracy using the proportional chance criterion (CPRO), which is the 
published standard for practical significance with 2 groups of unequal size and a need for 
accurate prediction of membership in both groups, following Hair et al. (2010).  I reserved 50% 
of observations for model validation.   
I evaluated differences in attitudinal variables for practical significance using a procedure 
I termed “polar reclassification”, in which I omitted neutral responses, compressed directional 
responses, and interpreted results by simple majority (Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  I combined 
responses of Strongly Oppose and Oppose into Oppose, and responses of Strongly Support and 
Support into Support.  Polar reclassification provides evidence of practical significance, an 
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informed best professional judgment of the substantive importance of the findings (Knoke et al. 
2002, Vaske 2008). 
Results 
The response rate to the random mail survey was 34% after adjustment for undeliverable 
mail and elimination of unusable responses, leaving 727 usable responses.  The distribution of 
zip codes of mail survey respondents was not statistically different from that of the sampling 
frame (χ264 
 
= 14.3, P  = 0.074), and the distribution of responses from 7 age classes was 
statistically different only for age class 26-35 years, which the mail survey oversampled (χ236 
 
= 
9.0, P  = 0.003).  Direct costs attributable to the mail survey were $28,400, and the average cost 
per usable response was $39.10.  I received 949 usable responses to the open web survey, for 
which a response rate could not be estimated.  Direct costs attributable to the web survey were 
$4,730, and the average cost per usable response was $5.00. 
 Compared to mail survey respondents, web survey participants hunted 53% more days 
and harvested 65% more waterfowl during the 2009-2010 season (Table 2.1).  Web survey 
respondents were less satisfied with the previous waterfowl hunting season, reported higher 
household income before taxes, and placed greater importance on waterfowl hunting as 
recreational activity than mail survey respondents (Table 2.1).  There was minimal difference in 
the average age of web survey respondents ( ̅                               
               ̅               . 
Responses to 10 questions assessing attitudes towards regulatory alternatives displayed a   
notable similarity between web survey and mail survey respondents.  To illustrate, I report herein 
responses to both categorical response questions and 2 randomly selected questions of the 8  
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Table 2.1.  Comparison of 13 variables measuring effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics 
(hunter characteristics) of open web respondents (n = 949) and random mail respondents (n = 
727) to the 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters.  (Standard deviations in parentheses.) 
 
a 
Scaled 1 = Very Poor to 5 = Very Good
  
b 
Mean value from 11 income categories in thousands (000s) 
 
Likert-scaled attitudinal questions included in the survey.
3
  When questioned about geographic 
zones and season splits, similar percentages of respondents to both surveys expressed preference  
for the current system of East-West Zones with 2 split seasons, followed by preference for no 
geographic zones with 3 split seasons (Figure 2.1).   
When questioned on season length and bag limits, over 80% of both web survey and mail 
survey respondents preferred the current framework of 60 days – 6 ducks, with species sub-
limits, compared to a hypothetical alternative framework of 40 days and “4 splashes” (4 ducks  
                                                 
3 Results of all 8 Likert-scaled questions are summarized subsequently in Table 2.3 
Category Variable 
Open web 
survey 
Random 
mail survey 
Effort Days hunted 19.3 (15.9) 12.6 (13.8) 
 Hunted on WMA 38% 23% 
 Seasons hunted waterfowl in past 5 4.6 (.9) 4.1 (1.4) 
    
Success Waterfowl harvested 52.4 (63.6) 28.7 (44.4) 
 Days limited out 5.8 (9.2) 3.6 (8.3) 
    
Satisfaction Quality of waterfowl hunting past season
a 
2.6 (1.2) 3.2 (1.2) 
Demographics Gender (% male) 99% 90% 
 LA resident 95% 88% 
 Age 42.4 (14.0) 42.6 (13.6) 
 
Income
b
 $97.0 ($34.9)  
$90.0 
($39.8)  
 Delta or DU member 58% 33% 
 Lifetime license holder 37% 11% 
  Waterfowling one of most important 
recreational activities 
85% 66% 
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Figure 2.1.  Preferences for hunting zones and split options by open web respondents (n = 949) 
and random mail respondents (n = 727) in the 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
harvested irrespective of species) (Figure 2.2).  Attitudes toward prohibition of electronic 
spinning-wing decoys, measured on a 5-point Likert-scale of Strongly Oppose to Strongly 
Support differed by >2 percent only at extremes, and ranked identically in both surveys (Figure 
2.3).  
 
 
 
Figure 2.2.  Preferences for season length and bag limit combinations by open web respondents 
(n = 949) and random mail respondents (n = 727) in the 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters.  Sub-limits are individual species limits within the overall bag limit. 
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Figure 2.3. Attitudes toward prohibition of electronic spinning-wing decoys by open web 
respondents (n = 949) and random mail respondents (n = 727) in the 2010 Survey of Louisiana 
Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
 
A majority of respondents to both surveys opposed or strongly opposed ending waterfowl 
shooting hours at noon each day, with responses differing by only 1 percent in these categories 
(Figure 2.4). 
 
 
Figure 2.4. Attitudes toward ending waterfowl shooting hours at noon each day by open web 
respondents (n = 949) and random mail respondents (n = 727) in the 2010 Survey of Louisiana 
Waterfowl Hunters. 
0%
5%
10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
Strongly
oppose
Oppose Neutral Support Strongly
support
Open web survey
Random mail survey
0%
5%
10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
Strongly
oppose
Oppose Neutral Support Strongly
support
Open web survey
Random mail survey
 22   
Binary logistic regression of survey method with 13 hunter characteristics resulted in a 
significant model (χ225 = 215.0, P < 0.001) with −2 Log likelihood of 632.3.  The R
2
 of 0.39 
reflects a moderate model fit (Hair et al. 2010).  The hunter characteristics model correctly 
classified survey method (web or mail) for 75.9% of survey responses and exceeded the CPRO 
criterion of 50.5% (Table 2.2).  Predictive accuracy of mail survey responses in the reserved 
sample (74.0%) also exceeded CPRO criterion.  As the objective of the statistical test was 
classification of the dependent variable (survey method), there was limited value added by 
interpretation of the odds ratios or significance of individual hunter characteristics. Wald  
 
Table 2.2.  Classification matrix from binary logistic regression of analysis sample modeling 
survey method (open web or random mail) from 13 variables measuring effort, success, 
satisfaction, and demographics (hunter characteristics, n = 616) and 10 variables measuring 
attitudes to proposed regulatory actions (hunter attitudes, n = 696)  in the 2010 Survey of 
Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
   Predicted survey type 
Question type Observed survey type 
Open 
web 
survey 
Random 
mail 
survey 
Percentage 
correct 
Hunter characteristics  Open web survey 266 74 78.2
a 
  Random mail survey 86 190 68.8
a 
 Correctly predicted     74.0
a 
Hunter attitudes 
Open web survey 304 93 76.6
b 
 Random mail survey 164 135 45.2
b
 
 Correctly predicted     63.1
b 
            a 
CPRO = 50.5% 
        
b 
CPRO = 51.0%
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stepwise selection of hunter characteristic variables to the best reduced (7-variable) model did 
not improve the −2 Log likelihood (647.5), the R2 (0.37), or the predictive accuracy of survey 
responses (73.2%) in comparison to the full 13-variable model.  The variable satisfaction was 
significant in the best reduced model (α < 0.001).  
Binary logistic regression of survey method with 10 hunter attitudes resulted in a poorly 
fit but significant model (χ213 = 72.5, P < 0.001) with −2 Log likelihood of 878.5 and a R
2
 of 
0.13.  While overall classification accuracy was 63.1%, the hunter attitudes model correctly 
classified only 45.2% of mail survey responses and failed to meet the CPRO criterion of 51.0% 
(Table 2.2).   Predictive accuracy of mail survey response in the reserved sample (41.0%) also 
failed the CPRO criterion. Wald stepwise selection of hunter attitude variables to the best reduced 
(4-variable) model did not improve the −2 Log likelihood (886.7), the R2 (0.12), or the predictive 
accuracy of mail survey responses (43.1%) in comparison to the full 10-variable model. 
Following polar reclassification, a majority of respondents to both the web and mail 
surveys agreed in the direction (support or opposition) of all 8 Likert-scaled attitudinal questions 
(Table 2.3).  The percentage of “neutral” responses omitted in polar reclassification ranged from 
12% to 44% in the web survey, and from 15% to 49% in the mail survey, following a consistent 
pattern across the 8 questions. 
Discussion 
These results confirm 2 general findings, the first being that open web surveys can 
produce biased results on questions of hunter effort, harvest, or satisfaction.  Web survey 
respondents reported harvesting 52.3 waterfowl in 19.3 days of hunting, while mail survey and 
the 2010 USFWS hunter survey for Louisiana report only 28.7 and 30.6 waterfowl harvested per 
hunter, respectively, and 12.6 and 9.7 days afield, respectively, for the 2009-2010 season  
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Table 2.3.  Response frequency following polar reclassification of 8 Likert-scaled variables 
measuring attitudes towards proposed regulatory actions by open web respondents (n = 949) and 
random mail respondents (n = 727) to proposed regulatory actions in the 2010 Survey of 
Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
a,b 
 
Open web survey Random mail survey      
 Policy Issue Support Oppose Support Oppose Direction Conclusion 
Hunting whistling ducks  
during early teal season 
86% 14% 80% 20% Same Support 
 An early season for resident 
Canada geese 
85% 15% 81% 19% Same Support 
 Ending waterfowl hunting 
at noon each day 
37% 63% 31% 69% Same Oppose 
 Prohibiting use of 
electronic spinning wing 
decoys 
30% 70% 16% 84% Same Oppose 
Limiting hunters on WMAs 
daily 
51% 49% 56% 44% Same Support 
 Conducting daily draws on 
WMAs 
44% 56% 46% 54% Same Oppose 
 Legalizing commercial 
guides on WMAs 
10% 90% 16% 84% Same Oppose 
 Designating “limited access 
areas” on WMAs 
73% 27% 75% 25% Same Support 
a 
Polar reclassification omits neutral responses and compresses directional responses. 
b 
Scaled 1 = Strongly Oppose to 5 = Strongly Support 
 
(Raftovich et al. 2011).  I strongly suspect that web survey respondents, in contrast to mail 
survey respondents from the random sample, included more avid hunters who self-selected to 
complete the survey because of their strong affinity for waterfowl hunting.   
My second and more interesting finding was that web and mail survey responses to 
attitudinal questions were remarkably similar and would lead managers to the same conclusions, 
irrespective of survey method.  This similarity of attitudinal responses suggests that self-
selection in web surveys does not automatically bias attitudinal results.  These results are 
consistent with a small body of literature that suggests attitudinal questions may be less sensitive 
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to bias, making web based surveys an efficient and valid method to obtain public input on 
regulatory alternatives (Johnson et al. 1993, Best et al. 2001, Peterson and Messmer 2010, 
Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  
  The mail survey response rate of 34% was lower than expected, especially when 
compared to a 56% response rate to the 2005 survey of Louisiana duck hunters; but it compared 
favorably to the 23% response rate in Louisiana to the National Duck Hunter Survey 2005 
(Miller et al. 2005, National Flyway Council 2006).  The low response rate to the mail survey 
created concern that I may have compared 2 methods (mail and web) that both exhibited 
nonresponse bias.  However, I had 2 lines of evidence comparing respondents to the population 
and comparing my results to other surveys that suggested mail survey results were representative 
of the Louisiana waterfowl hunter population, despite low returns.  I confirmed that the mail 
survey was representative of the sampling frame in geographic distribution, and in all age classes 
except 26-35 years.  I also confirmed that the mail survey reported waterfowl harvest and days 
afield similar to results obtained by the random mail survey of Louisiana waterfowl hunters 
conducted by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Raftovich et al. 2011).   Low response rates do 
not automatically inject bias, and high response rates do not automatically reduce the risk of bias 
(Groves 2006, Groves and Peytcheva 2008).  I found no evidence that response bias 
differentially impacted hunter characteristics and hunter attitudes across the 2 survey methods.   
 Another potential source of bias in my study was possible duplication of respondents in 
both surveys.  As a result of the protocol for respondent anonymity, I was unable to confirm that 
there was no overlap in respondents between the 2 survey methods.  However, the small 
percentage of respondents to each survey method relative to the overall population of Louisiana 
waterfowl hunters, and the extensive differences between survey methods in effort, success, 
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satisfaction, and demographics, led me to conclude that overlap between survey types, if any, 
was likely inconsequential. 
 The psychological decision processes by which basic beliefs are translated into attitudes 
may not differ in meaningful ways between users and non-users of the internet, and thus between 
respondents of mail and web surveys (Best et al. 2001).  Attitudes are shaped by central values 
and basic beliefs, and are generally more stable than behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, Vaske and 
Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  As such, attitudes 
may be less sensitive to bias resulting from survey method (Best et al. 2001).  I caution that 
narrowly focused surveys of attitudes about controversial issues may produce results confounded 
by stakeholder bias, especially when the survey topic is disclosed in survey publicity (e.g., 
Groves and Peytcheva 2008, Duda and Nobile 2010).  In my broadly-focused survey, the results 
showed clear similarities in attitudes across survey methods, especially following polar 
reclassification. 
 Generalizability of research can be achieved through confirmation of a hypothesis 
(theoretical generalization), through random sampling (probabilistic generalization), or through 
replication (empirical generalization) (Blair and Zinkhan 2006).  I was able to replicate the 
similarity in attitudinal responses observed in other wildlife studies (Johnson et al. 1993, 
Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  I confirmed my hypotheses of 
differences in hunter characteristics, but no difference in hunter attitudes across survey methods, 
even though the web survey was not based on a probabilistic sample.  Accordingly, these results 
provide evidence for the generalizability of hunter attitudes identified via open web surveys. 
Resource limitations can prevent wildlife managers from conducting scientifically- 
designed random surveys to investigate important issues that would benefit from stakeholder 
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input (Vaske 2008).  The ease, speed, and low cost of web surveys make them attractive 
alternatives to traditional random surveys, but they are not a substitute (Duda and Nobile 2010).  
The thoughtful combination of probabilistic survey methodologies, such as The Tailored Design 
Method (Dillman et al. 2009) with non-probabilistic methods, such as open web surveys, offers 
substantial benefits to researchers, including increased coverage, detail, and depth, and has the 
potential to maintain generalizability to the reference population (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 
2004, Onwuegbuzie and Leech 2004, Cresswell 2008).  The use of open web surveys increases 
opportunities for public participation and input, and may enhance the sense of inclusiveness 
among stakeholders (Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  Open web 
surveys can be used to supplement information collected at commission and public meetings, to 
expand opportunity for public comment, to identify emerging issues, and to refine management 
alternatives (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).   
In summary, I do not suggest discontinuation of scientifically-designed random surveys, 
but rather thoughtful consideration linking survey methodology to survey objectives.  Open web 
surveys are inappropriate for use in gathering data on demographics, hunting effort, or harvest, 
unless the survey objective is to assess avid users of the resource.  Open web surveys provide an 
inexpensive and efficient means of investigating stakeholder attitudes as a supplement to random 
surveys, facilitating increased opportunity for stakeholder feedback. Ultimately, open web 
surveys offer a complementary methodology to mail surveys for gathering data on regulatory and 
policy-based attitudes among Louisiana waterfowl hunters.   
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CHAPTER 3 
THE 2012 SURVEY OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS
4
 
 
Abstract 
I conducted random mail and open web surveys of Louisiana waterfowl hunters 
following the 2011-2012 season, asking identical questions about waterfowl hunting effort, 
success, satisfaction, proposed regulatory actions, and demographics.  I received 1,096 usable 
responses to a mail survey, and 1,286 usable responses to an on-line survey that was open for 
anyone to answer.  Respondents to the web survey hunted much more, harvested more ducks, 
and were somewhat younger; but we noted similarities across survey methods in attitudes toward 
proposed regulatory actions.  Binary logistic regression of 5 variables measuring hunter effort, 
success, satisfaction and demographics was able to correctly classify by survey method 65% of 
survey respondents, exceeding statistical standards for predictive accuracy.  Binary logistic 
regression of 5 variables measuring attitudes toward proposed regulatory actions correctly 
classified only 36% of mail survey respondents by survey method, failing to meet statistical 
standards for predictive accuracy, and confirming no significant difference in responses by 
survey method.  Open web surveys are likely to produce biased results to questions measuring 
hunter effort and harvest; however, they can produce similar results to random mail surveys on 
questions addressing proposed regulatory policies.  This study adds to a growing body of 
published literature demonstrating attitudinal variables to be less sensitive to bias.  When 
covering a broad range of issues and widely publicized without pre-survey identification of 
                                                 
4
 A modified version of this chapter previously appeared as Laborde, L. P. Jr., F. C. Rohwer, M. 
D. Kaller, and L. Reynolds.  2012.  Contrasts of waterfowl hunter surveys:  Open web and 
random mail surveys produce similar policy results.  2012 Proceedings of the Annual 
Conference of the Southeastern Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 66:140-145.  
This version is included with permission of the Southeastern Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies.   
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controversial issues, open web surveys may be an efficient way to obtain stakeholder input on 
attitudes toward proposed natural resource policy. 
Key Words.  convenience sample, hunter attitudes, Louisiana waterfowl hunters, open 
web survey, probabilistic sample, random mail survey, survey methods 
Introduction 
The public seeks increased input into the management of natural resources (Decker et al. 
2001, Lord and Cheng 2006).  Wildlife commissions and managers utilize commission meetings, 
public hearings, and advisory boards to obtain public input, but state wildlife agencies rank 
scientifically-designed random surveys as their most important technique for gathering public 
opinions (Lord and Cheng 2006).  At the same time, wildlife managers are facing real constraints 
in time, manpower, and budgets, resulting in an increase in the interest in internet or web survey 
techniques (Vaske 2008, Fieberg et al. 2010).  Such was the case when the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service granted the State of Louisiana a special waiver to change zones and splits for 
the 2012-2013 waterfowl hunting season, but established a deadline that created only a 67 day 
window for public input, analysis, and wildlife commission decision.  Given limited funds and a 
tight deadline, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) elected to 
commission identical and concurrent random mail and open web surveys in order to maximize 
opportunity for public input while preserving scientific integrity.  Their management objective 
was to identify preferences of Louisiana resident sportsmen and women who care about 
waterfowl zones, splits, and season dates. 
When properly designed, random mail surveys allow researchers to generalize results 
from a relatively small number of responses (Schonlau et al. 2002, Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 
2009).  Open web surveys are frequently faster and less expensive than mail, phone or interview 
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surveys (Schonlau et al. 2002, Kiernan et al. 2005, Dillman et al. 2009, Gigliotti 2011).  Web 
surveys, however, are susceptible to bias from several sources as the result of non-random 
sampling (Duda and Nobile 2010, Vaske et al. 2011).  Coverage error can occur if the target 
population is sampled incompletely, resulting in a loss of information (Vaske 2008, Dillman et 
al. 2009).  Non-response error can occur if survey respondents differ from non-respondents, and 
low response rates increase the possibility of non-response error (Dillman et al. 2010).   
Although conventional wisdom has suggested that web surveys provide inaccurate 
results, hunter attitudes have been reported to be similar irrespective of mail or web survey 
methodology (Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011, Gigliotti 2011).  A 
potential explanation of these results is based in the cognitive hierarchy model of human 
behavior, which conceptualizes stability of attitudes relative to behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, 
Vaske and Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  The 
model suggests that attitudes are foundational to behaviors, and, as such, are less subject to 
change, less specific to situations, and more closely linked to value orientations than to 
behaviors.  The combination of theoretical hierarchy and published research findings led me to 
question whether convenience web surveys could be as reliable as conventional random surveys 
for investigation of public attitudes, and formed the basis of my research hypotheses. 
 My scientific objective was to evaluate the cost effectiveness and comparability of an 
open web survey (convenience sample) to a random mail survey (random sample).  I address 2 
hypotheses:  first, that responses from a random mail survey will differ from responses to an 
open web survey in measures of hunter effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics; and, 
second, that there will be no difference between responses to the random mail survey and open 
web survey in hunter attitudes about proposed regulatory actions.  
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Study Area 
 I obtained a list of 2011-2012 Louisiana Harvest Information Program (HIP) registrants 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Division of Migratory Bird Management.  The sampling 
frame included 73,569 Louisiana resident hunters who purchased a 2011-2012 waterfowl license 
or held a lifetime, sportsman, or senior license and indicated that they had harvested at least 1 
duck or goose during the prior season.  
Methods 
 I conducted the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters using both open web (web 
survey) and random mail (mail survey) distribution.  The 4-page survey included 15 questions 
addressing hunting effort, success, satisfaction, proposed regulatory actions, and demographics.  
Survey protocols ensured informed consent, anonymity, and confidentiality of responses, and 
were approved by the LSU AgCenter Institutional Review Board (IRB Protocol Number H12-2). 
  LSU Mailing Services validated the addresses and mailed a copy of the survey to a 
geographically stratified sample of 6,400 licensed waterfowl hunters during the first week in 
March 2012.  The mailing list was stratified by randomly selecting 1,600 addresses from each of 
4 zip code regions covering southeast, southwest, central, and north Louisiana to ensure 
statewide geographic representation.  The decision to use a single large mailing, counter to 
Dillman et al. (2009), was consciously made in an effort to obtain a large number of responses 
from each geographic region within a short survey window.    
A separate but identical convenience web survey, hosted on the LDWF website, 
facilitated open-access response.  LDWF provided publicity for the convenience survey using the 
LDWF website, news releases, newspaper articles, and media interviews of LDWF staff.  I also 
distributed the open web survey by e-mail with an embedded survey link to local leadership of 
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Delta Waterfowl Foundation, the Louisiana Waterfowl Alliance, and Ducks Unlimited, with a 
request that it be forwarded within their respective state organizations.  On-line responses were 
limited to 1 per Internet Protocol (IP) address to minimize poll crashing (Dillman et al. 2009).  
Following a 30-day extension by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, I collected responses to 
both surveys through May 15, 2012.  
I calculated response rates based on deliverable mail count and usable responses after 
eliminating identifiable duplicate responses, all surveys from respondents <16 years of age (per 
IRB protocol), and all surveys with >50% item non-response (Hair et al. 2010).  I calculated 
direct cost per usable response.  Direct costs included survey design consulting, website design, 
address validation, mailing materials and printing, postage and handling, data entry and 
validation, and project management.  Investigator time and university-provided software licenses 
were excluded from direct costs.   
For analysis, I selected 5 questions investigating hunter effort, success, satisfaction, and 
demographics (hunter characteristics), and the 5 policy questions evaluating attitudes toward 
potential regulatory actions addressing waterfowl zones, season dates, youth hunt dates, and 
hunting on Catahoula Lake (hunter attitudes).  I analyzed responses from the mail survey and 
web survey using binary logistic regression with Wald forward selection (PASW
®
 Statistics 
GradPack 18, IBM SPSS, Hawthorne, NY USA).  Binary logistic regression is designed for 
analysis of large samples, and was used to test the ability of hunter characteristics and attitudes 
to predict survey method of respondents (mail or web) (Hair et al. 2010).  Wald forward 
selection eliminates from the model any independent variable that is non-significant (α = 0.05) 
for prediction of the dependent variable (survey method).  I assessed fit by Nagelkerke R
2 
following Vaske (2008), measured the percentage of observations correctly classified, and 
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evaluated predictive accuracy using the proportional chance criterion (CPRO), which is the 
published standard for practical significance with 2 groups of unequal size and a need for 
accurate prediction of membership in both groups  (Hair et al. 2010).  I reserved 50% of 
observations for model validation. 
To assess non-response bias, I compared the gender, mean age, age by class, and 
geographic mail zone of the original HIP dataset, the stratified random mailing list, and 
respondents to the mail and web surveys.  To assess the need for weighting of variables to 
control for non-response bias, I tested differences in gender, satisfaction, days hunted, and 
waterfowl harvested by age class using 1-way ANOVA (PASW
®
 Statistics GradPack 18, IBM 
SPSS, Hawthorne, NY USA). 
Results 
The response rate to the mail survey was 17% after adjustment for undeliverable mail and 
elimination of unusable responses, leaving 1,096 usable responses.  Direct costs attributable to 
the mail survey were $28,060, and the average cost per usable response was $25.60.  I received 
1,286 usable responses to the web survey, for which a response rate could not be estimated.  
Direct costs attributable to the web survey were $3,870, and the average cost per usable response 
was $3.00. 
 Analysis of 5 hunter characteristics identified differences between the samples of web 
and mail survey respondents.  Web survey respondents hunted more frequently than mail survey 
respondents (23.2 vs. 14.9 days, SD 15.8 and 13.4, respectively) and harvested more waterfowl 
last season (83.0 vs. 42.4, SD 98.6 and 54.0, respectively).  Web survey respondents and mail 
survey respondents expressed similar levels of satisfaction with the 2011-2012 waterfowl season, 
both averaging 3.5 (SD 1.2) on a 5-point scale of 1 = Very Dissatisfied to 5 = Very Satisfied.  
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Web survey respondents were more frequently male (98.1% vs. 95.6%), and somewhat younger 
in age (41.5 vs. 43.4 years, SD 13.9 and 15.3, respectively). 
 Responses to 5 questions testing attitudes towards proposed regulatory actions identified 
similarity between web survey and mail survey responses.  When questioned about geographic 
zones given the current 60-day season format, 44% of respondents to both surveys preferred the 
current system of East-West Zones (Figure 3.1).  The response ranking second in both surveys 
was 3 zones (Option C: East, West, Coastal) divided along major highways (26% of web survey 
and 23% of mail survey respondents).  When presented with options for season dates, over 60% 
of respondents to both surveys preferred the 8 weeks between the 4
th
 week in November and the 
3
rd
 week in January, and the distribution of preferred weeks was very similar (Figure 3.2).  When 
questioned about timing of the youth hunt, respondents who expressed a preference in both 
surveys selected the current format of the weekend prior to opening of the first split most 
frequently (43% of web survey and 32% of mail survey respondents), followed by the preference 
to split the youth hunt between the Saturday prior to the first split and the Saturday following 
closure of the season (17% of both web survey and mail survey respondents) (Figure 3.3).  When 
asked about the opportunity to participate in duck blind lotteries on Catahoula Lake for either a 
season long or daily hunt, the most frequent responses to both surveys were “not interested” or 
“no opinion” (Figures 3.4 and 3.5).  With the exception of season dates, for which all 
respondents expressed an opinion, respondents to the mail survey selected “no opinion” more 
frequently than respondents to the web survey (17% vs. 11% for zones, 36% vs. 22% for the 
youth hunt, 40% vs. 31% and 40% vs. 30% for the season-long and daily lotteries at Catahoula 
Lake, respectively). 
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Figure 3.1.  Preferences for zones given a 60-day hunting season by open web (n = 1,286) and 
random mail respondents (n = 1,096) in the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2.  Preferences for season dates by open web (n = 1,286) and random mail respondents 
(n = 1,096) in the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
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Figure 3.3.  Preferences for timing of youth hunt by open web (n = 1,286) and random mail 
respondents (n = 1,096) in the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.4.  Preferences for season-long duck blind lottery on Catahoula Lake by open web (n = 
1,286) and random mail respondents (n = 1,096) in the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters. 
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Figure 3.5.  Preferences for daily duck blind lottery on Catahoula Lake by open web (n = 1,286) 
and random mail respondents (n = 1,096) in the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
Binary logistic regression of survey method by 5 hunter characteristics resulted in a 
significant model (χ25 
 
= 125.1, P < 0.001) with −2 Log likelihood of 1,286.5.  The Nagelkerke 
R
2
 of 0.15 reflects a relatively poor model fit (Hair et al. 2010).  The model was able to correctly 
classify to survey method (web or mail) 65.6% of overall responses, 57.0% of mail responses, 
and 72.2% of web responses.  All 3 measures exceed the proportional chance criterion (CPRO) for 
predictive accuracy (50.9%).  Predictive accuracy of the reserved sample (63.8%) also exceeded 
CPRO criterion.  Wald stepwise selection of hunter characteristics to the best reduced (3-variable) 
model did not improve the -2 Log likelihood (1291.1), the R
2
 (0.15), or the predictive accuracy 
of survey responses (64.2%) in comparison to the full 5-variable model.   Satisfaction was not a 
significant variable in the best reduced model (α = 0.25).  The odds of being a web survey 
respondent increase by 1.9% for each additional day hunted, increase by 0.8% for each 
additional waterfowl harvested, and decrease by 1.4% for each additional year in age. 
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Binary logistic regression of survey method by 5 hunter attitudes resulted in a significant 
model (χ232 
 
= 73.6, P < 0.001) with −2 Log likelihood of 1164.1 and a Nagelkerke R2 of 0.10.  
The model was able to correctly classify to survey method (web or mail) 62.6% of overall 
responses and 82.2% of web responses, but only 35.8% of mail responses, and fails to meet CPRO 
criterion for predictive accuracy (51.2%) for the mail survey.  Predictive accuracy of the mail 
survey in the reserved sample (38.7%) also failed to meet CPRO criterion.  Wald stepwise 
selection of hunter attitudes to the best reduced (3-variable) model did not improve the -2 Log 
likelihood (1200.1), the R
2
 (0.06), or the predictive accuracy of survey responses (61.8%) in 
comparison to the full 5-variable model.  The odds of being a web survey respondent increase by 
234% if the first available week was selected for opening of waterfowl season.  
A comparison of demographic and geographic variables in the original HIP dataset, the 
stratified random mailing list, and the mail survey and web survey responses identified good 
gender and geographic representation in mail survey respondents, but a higher mean age and age 
distribution than the original HIP dataset (Table 3.1).  Respondents in age classes 16-25 and 26-
35 were underrepresented, and respondents age 46 and over were overrepresented.  Respondents 
to the web survey are underrepresented in age class 16-25 and overrepresented in age class 56-
65.  Geographic representation of open web respondents more closely resembles the distribution 
of the original HIP dataset.  One-way ANOVA of gender, satisfaction, days hunted, and 
waterfowl harvested confirmed no statistically significant differences by age class in mail survey 
responses (Table 3.2). 
Discussion 
 I am able to report 3 general findings.  First, open web surveys may not produce 
representative responses to questions about hunter effort and harvest.  I strongly suspect that web 
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Table 3.1.  Comparison of gender, age, age class, and mail zone for original and response data-
sets in the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters.  (Standard deviations in parentheses). 
Variable Value 
HIP 
dataset 
Mailing 
dataset 
Random 
mail 
survey 
Open  
web 
survey
 
Gender 
   (%) 
Male  
Female 
94.8 
5.2 
94.7 
5.3 
95.6 
4.4 
98.1 
1.9 
Age Mean years 38.4 (14.5) 40.0 (14.5) 43.4 (15.3) 41.5 (13.9) 
Mail zone 
    (%) 
 
 
Sample 
Southeast 
Southwest 
Central 
North 
n 
24.3 
35.2 
23.9 
16.6 
73,569
1 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
6,400 
27.5 
24.7 
24.2 
23.7 
1,096 
27.8 
29.9 
27.0 
15.3 
1,286 
1 
Population (N) 
 
 
Table 3.2.  ANOVA of gender, satisfaction, days hunted, and waterfowl harvested by age class 
for random mail survey respondents (n = 1,096) to the 2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters. 
Age 
class 
Gender
1 
Satisfaction
2 Days 
hunted 
Waterfowl  
harvested 
16-25 1.07 3.56 15.2 42.2 
26-35 1.03 3.50 14.7 43.9 
36-45 1.05 3.49 16.0 47.1 
46-55 1.04 3.40 15.0 44.3 
56-65 1.02 3.46 14.1 39.5 
Over 65 1.04 3.46 14.1 31.1 
Overall 1.04 3.47 14.9 42.7 
P 0.313 0.890 0.827 0.505 
1 
Male = 1   Female = 2. 
2 
Scaled 1 = Very Dissatisfied to 5 = Very Satisfied 
 
 
survey respondents were more avid hunters that self-selected to complete the survey because of 
their strong affinity for waterfowl hunting.   
 My second and more important finding was that web and mail survey responses to 
questions about policy or attitudes about waterfowl hunting were notably similar and would 
likely lead managers to the same policy conclusions, irrespective of survey method.  This 
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similarity of attitudinal responses suggests that self-selection in web surveys does not 
automatically bias attitudinal results.  My findings are consistent with a growing body of 
literature that suggests that attitudinal variables may be less sensitive to bias, making web based 
surveys an efficient way to get a large amount of input on questions concerning policy issues 
(Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011, Gigliotti 2011).  
 My third finding was that web survey respondents were more likely to have an opinion 
about policy issues than were mail survey respondents.  Wildlife managers should anticipate and 
pre-determine appropriate interpretation of “no opinion” responses based on survey objective.  
The response rate of 17% to the mail survey was low, but compares to a 23% response 
rate in Louisiana to the National Duck Hunter Survey 2005 (National Flyway Council 2006).  
Low response rates do not automatically inject bias, and high response rates do not automatically 
reduce the risk of bias (Groves 2006, Groves and Peytcheva 2008).  Comparison of 
demographics between respondents to the mail survey and the original HIP and stratified random 
mailing datasets identify only small differences in gender and geographic distribution, and only 
modest differences in average age and age class distribution.  Younger hunters may have moved 
from home, gone to college, or serve in the military, reducing their ability to respond during the 
short survey period.  The finding of no significant difference by age class in mail survey 
variables negated the need to weight mail survey responses by age class to compensate for over 
or under-representation of age classes in comparison to the overall population. 
 The use of binary logistic regression to predict survey method facilitates direct 
interpretation in analysis of large samples.  The failure of the model of 5 policy questions (hunter 
attitudes) to meet proportional standards for predictive accuracy confirms no meaningful 
difference in measured attitudes between web and mail survey responses.  The success of the 
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model evaluating effort, satisfaction, and demographics in exceeding proportional standards for 
predictive accuracy confirms practically significant differences in responses by survey method. 
 I found support for my hypothesis that responses to a random mail survey will differ from 
responses to an open web survey in measures of hunter effort, success, satisfaction, and 
demographics.   I also found support for my hypothesis of no difference in attitudes across 
survey methods, even though the web survey was not based on a probabilistic sample.  I caution 
that narrowly focused surveys of attitudes about highly important or controversial issues may 
produce results confounded by stakeholder bias, especially when the survey topic is disclosed in 
pre-survey publicity (e.g., Groves and Peytcheva 2008, Duda and Nobile 2010).   Stakeholder 
bias occurs when subgroups promote and self-select into surveys to promote self-interests (Duda 
and Nobile 2010, Gigliotti 2011). 
The pragmatic combination of probabilistic survey methodologies, such as The Tailored 
Design Method (Dillman et al. 2009) with non-probabilistic methods, such as open web surveys, 
offers substantial benefits to researchers, including increased coverage, detail, depth, and, most 
importantly, generalizability (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2004, Onwuegbuzie and Leech 2004, 
Cresswell 2008).  The use of open web surveys increases the opportunity for participation, and 
may enhance the sense of inclusiveness among stakeholders (Peterson and Messmer 2010, 
Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  Open web surveys can be used to supplement information collected 
at commission and public meetings, to expand the opportunity for public comment, to identify 
emerging issues, and to refine management alternatives (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Cornicelli 
and Grund 2011).  I am not suggesting the discontinuation of scientifically-designed random 
surveys, but open web surveys may be used complement random mail surveys in broad-based 
investigations of regulatory and policy-based attitudes of Louisiana waterfowl hunters. 
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CHAPTER 4 
THE 2013 SURVEY OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS 
 
Abstract   
I surveyed 2 random samples (mail and internet panel surveys) and 1 convenience sample 
(web survey) of Louisiana waterfowl hunters following the 2012-2013 season, and asked 
identical questions about waterfowl-hunting effort, success, satisfaction, regulatory alternatives, 
and demographics.  I hypothesized no statistically significant difference between responses of 
the 2 surveys obtained by random sample, significant difference in measures of effort, success, 
satisfaction and demographics between responses obtained by random sample and those obtained 
by convenience sample, and no significant difference in responses to attitudinal questions across 
the 3 survey methods.  I received 590 usable responses to the random mail survey, 145 usable 
responses to an internet panel recruited by random mail, and 1,407 usable responses to an on-line 
web survey that was accessible to the general public.  Compared with the mail survey and 
internet panel, respondents to the web survey hunted more frequently, harvested more waterfowl, 
and had a higher level of self-identity as a waterfowl hunter.  However, I noted similarities in 
attitudes toward regulatory alternatives across survey methods.  I tested the mail and internet 
panel surveys for statistical difference using binary logistic regression of 8 variables measuring 
effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics, and of 9 variables measuring attitudes toward 
regulatory alternatives, and was unable to accurately classify respondents by survey method.  I 
combined responses from the 2 random samples and repeated the analysis, testing random and 
convenience samples using the same variables.  Again, I was unable to accurately classify 
respondents by survey method.  These findings support my hypotheses of no difference in 
responses to the 2 surveys obtained by random sample, and of no difference in responses to 
attitudinal questions across 3 survey methods.  Results fail to support my hypothesis of 
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statistically significant differences in effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics between 
random and convenience samples.  Polar reclassification of attitudinal responses into “agree” or 
“disagree” led to identical managerial conclusions in 4 of 5 Likert-scaled questions, irrespective 
of survey method.  Over 90% of respondents to all 3 surveys reported access to the internet, and 
over 90% of respondents to all 3 surveys provided a name and telephone number or e-mail 
address for voluntary participation in a drawing for incentive prizes.  Direct cost per usable 
response averaged $52.70 for the mail survey, $41.70 for the internet panel survey, and $1.50 for 
the web survey.  My results identify an opportunity to increase stakeholder feedback at reduced 
costs using web or e-mail based surveys.  I suggest that survey methodology be carefully linked 
to survey objectives, and that open web surveys may be used to supplement random surveys in 
investigations of stakeholder attitudes to inform development of natural resource policy. 
Key Words.  convenience sample, hunter attitudes, internet panel survey, Louisiana 
waterfowl hunters, mail survey, random sample, survey methods, web survey 
Introduction 
The public seeks increased input into the management of natural resources, and wildlife 
commissions and managers utilize commission meetings, public hearings, advisory boards, and 
surveys to provide the opportunity for input (Decker et al. 2001, Lord and Cheng 2006).  
Wildlife agencies rank scientifically-designed random surveys as their most important technique 
for gathering public opinions (Lord and Cheng 2006).  Unfortunately, response rates to mail and 
telephone surveys are declining, increasing sampling time and cost and creating concerns about 
non-representative samples (Manfreda et al. 2008, Dillman et al. 2009, Vaske 2011, Vaske et al. 
2011).  Web surveys have been reported to decrease data collection time due to dynamic design 
and formatting, electronic delivery, faster completion time, elimination of data entry, automated 
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descriptive reporting, automated graphic and statistical applications, and automatic data capture 
to Access, Excel or SPSS files (Vaske 2008, Lesser et al. 2011, Vaske et al. 2011).  
Concurrently, wildlife managers are facing constraints in time, personnel, and budgets, resulting 
in an increased interest in internet or web survey techniques, principally to reduce data collection 
time and costs (Vaske 2008, Fieberg et al. 2010, Brick 2011).   
 When properly designed, surveys distributed to random (probabilistic) samples allow 
researchers to generalize results from a relatively small number of responses (Schonlau et al. 
2002, Vaske 2008, Dillman et al. 2009).  Open (non-probabilistic) web surveys are frequently 
faster and less expensive than probabilistic mail, phone, or interview surveys, yet share important 
characteristics with mail surveys including interviewee access to the questionnaire, flexibility of 
timing of completion, and limitation of expectational bias resulting from direct interviewee 
interaction (Schonlau et al. 2002, Kiernan et al. 2005, Dillman et al. 2009, Fleming and Bowden 
2009, Gigliotti 2011).  Recruitment of internet panels using random samples has the potential to 
provide some of the cost and timing benefits of web surveys while maintaining a known, non-
zero probability of recruitment to group membership (Dillman et al. 2009, Grandjean et al. 
2009).   
Open web surveys are susceptible to bias from several sources as the result of non-
random (convenience) sampling (Duda and Nobile 2010, Vaske et al. 2011).  Coverage error can 
bias any survey technique if the target population is sampled incompletely, resulting in a loss of 
information relevant to the survey objective (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Vaske 2008, Dillman et 
al. 2009).  In addition, stakeholder bias can be introduced when subgroups of self-interested 
stakeholders promote and self-select into an open survey disproportionately (Groves and 
Peytcheva 2008, Duda and Nobile 2010).  Stakeholder bias can be exacerbated by design of 
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narrowly focused (e.g., single issue) surveys or by identification of controversial issues in pre-
survey and/or mid-survey publicity (Groves and Peytcheva 2008, Duda and Nobile 2010).  
Similar to other survey techniques, non-response error can occur in web-based surveys if survey 
respondents differ from non-respondents in a manner relevant to the survey objective, and low 
response rates increase the possibility of non-response error (Dillman et al. 2010).   
Differences in survey responses between random and convenience samples are well 
documented in wildlife literature and continue to be reported (Hunt et al. 2010, Duda and Nobile 
2010, Lukacs et al. 2011, Alessi and Miller 2012).  Relatively few studies, however, differentiate 
responses by nature of question (e.g., demographic, behavioral, or attitudinal).  Attitudes reflect 
positive or negative evaluations of a particular person, action, or object (Maio et al. 2003, Vaske 
2008, Heberlein 2012).  Attitudes have been reported to be similar in comparisons of both 
random to convenience samples (Johnson et al. 1993, Best et al. 2001, Peterson and Messmer 
2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011), and mail to web survey methods (Kiernan et al. 2005, 
Deutskens et al. 2006, Gigliotti 2011, Graefe et al. 2011, Carrozzino-Lyon et al. 2013).  
Similarity of attitudes between random and convenience samples of Louisiana waterfowl hunters 
was observed in 2010 and 2012 (Laborde et al. 2012, Laborde et al. 2014).  A potential 
explanation of these similar results is grounded in the cognitive hierarchy model of human 
behavior, which conceptualizes stability of attitudes relative to behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, 
Vaske and Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  The 
model suggests that attitudes are foundational to behaviors, and, as such, are less subject to 
change, less specific to situations, and more closely linked to basic beliefs than to behaviors 
(Fulton et al.1996, Vaske and Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and 
Manfredo 2012).  This combination of theoretical hierarchy and published research led to the 
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question of whether convenience web surveys could be as reliable as conventional random 
surveys for investigation of public attitudes, and formed the basis of my research hypotheses. 
In 2013, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) commissioned a 
post-season study of resident Louisiana waterfowl hunters.  I compared responses to attitudinal, 
demographic, and behavioral questions obtained from a random mail survey, from an internet 
panel recruited by random mail, and from an open web survey.  The 3 surveys were identical in 
content and concurrently administered.  LDWF’s management objective was to update 
information on waterfowl hunting effort, success, satisfaction, and regulatory preferences as 
input into decisions impacting waterfowl management and hunting regulations.  My scientific 
objective was to evaluate the cost effectiveness and comparability of the 3 methods of survey 
delivery.  Relative to this scientific objective, I addressed 3 hypotheses:  first, that responses to a 
random mail survey would not differ significantly from responses to an internet panel recruited 
by random mail in measures of hunter effort, success, satisfaction, demographics, or attitudes; 
second, that responses from random samples would differ significantly from responses to a 
convenience sample in measures of hunter effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics; and, 
third, that there would be no significant difference between responses obtained from random 
samples and responses to a convenience sample in attitudes about regulatory alternatives.  
Study Area 
 I obtained a list of 2012 Louisiana Harvest Information Program (HIP) registrants from 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Division of Migratory Bird Management.  The sampling 
frame included 78,065 Louisiana resident hunters who either purchased a 2012-2013 waterfowl 
license or held lifetime, sportsman, or senior licenses and indicated they had harvested at least 1 
duck or goose during the prior season. 
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Methods 
 I conducted the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters using random mail, an 
internet panel recruited by random mail, and open web distribution following the 2012-2013 
waterfowl season.  Mailing addresses were validated by Marketing Systems Group, Horsham, 
PA USA prior to finalization of sampling frames, and mailings were conducted by the Public 
Policy Research Lab at Louisiana State University.  The 5-page survey included 28 questions 
addressing hunting effort, success, satisfaction, season date preferences, regulatory preferences, 
self-identity, and demographics (Appendix C).  Demographic questions included a confirmation 
of access to the internet at home or work.  Survey protocols ensured informed consent, 
anonymity, and confidentiality of responses, and were approved by the LSU AgCenter 
Institutional Review Board (IRB Protocol Number H12-2). 
The random mail survey (mail survey) was mailed to a geographically stratified random 
sample of 2,500 resident waterfowl hunters.  An announcement postcard was mailed April 1
st
, 
followed by a survey, a reminder postcard, and a 2
nd
 survey, each mailed at 2-week intervals 
(Dillman et al. 2009).  The random internet panel (internet panel survey) was recruited via 2 
postcards mailed April 1
st
 and 2 weeks later to a separate geographically stratified random 
sample of 2,500 resident waterfowl hunters, also using validated addresses.  Each postcard 
included a survey ID number and a request to visit the survey website and take the survey on-
line.  Responses were collected until June 28
th
.  To assess non-response bias, I compared the 
gender, age, age class, and geographic distribution (mail zone) of mail survey and internet survey 
respondents to members of the sampling frame (78,065 hunters) and mailing frames (2,500 
hunters each) (PASW
®
 Statistics GradPack 18, IBM SPSS, Hawthorne, NY USA).  After the 
mail survey period, I identified non-respondents with potentially valid phone numbers and 
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selected 50% for telephone interview (up to 6 attempts each) during July and August 2013.  I 
mailed a 1 page, 10 question non-response survey to the remaining 50%, and separately to all 
non-respondents for which no phone number or only an obviously invalid phone number (e.g., 
999-999-9999) was available (Appendix D).  
A separate but identical convenience survey (web survey) was hosted during the same 
time period (April 1 – June 28) on the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) 
website, facilitating open-access response.  LDWF provided concurrent publicity for the web 
survey using the LDWF website, news releases, newspaper articles, and media interviews of 
LDWF staff.  I also distributed the web survey by e-mail with an embedded link to local 
leadership of Delta Waterfowl Foundation, Ducks Unlimited, Inc., and the Louisiana Waterfowl 
Alliance, with a request that it be distributed within their respective state organizations.  
Responses were limited to 1 per Internet Protocol (IP) address to minimize poll crashing 
(Dillman et al. 2009). 
In an effort to increase response rate, LDWF offered a choice of 3 incentive prizes to 
participants in all 3 surveys, each prize valued $300 - $500, to be awarded by random drawing at 
a LDWF commission meeting following closure of the surveys.  Respondents wishing to 
participate were required to select a preferred incentive (teal hunt for 2, 4-in-1 Gore-Tex parka, 
or Remington 12 gauge pump shotgun) and provide their name and a phone number or e-mail 
address.  Respondents were able to “opt out” of the incentive drawing to preserve anonymity.  
I calculated response rates based on deliverable mail count and usable responses after 
eliminating identifiable duplicate responses, all surveys from respondents <16 years of age (per 
IRB protocol), and all surveys with >50% item non-response (Hair et al. 2010).  I calculated 
direct cost per usable response.  Direct costs included survey design consulting, website design, 
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address validation, mailing materials and printing, postage and handling, data scanning and 
validation, and project management.  Investigator time and university-provided software licenses 
were excluded from direct costs.   
For analysis, I selected 8 questions representing hunter effort, success, overall 
satisfaction, and demographics (hunter characteristics)
5
, and all questions (9) representing 
attitudes about regulatory alternatives (hunter attitudes) (Appendix C).  As the focal point of the 
study was hunter attitudes, I combined hunter effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics into 
the category of hunter characteristics for contrasting analysis.  Hunter attitudes include 4 
questions offering specific season date and youth hunt alternatives, and 5 questions assessing 
regulatory preferences, measured on a 5-point Likert scale of “strongly oppose” to “strongly 
support”.  I analyzed responses from the mail survey and internet panel survey using binary 
logistic regression with Wald forward selection (PASW
®
 Statistics GradPack 18, IBM SPSS, 
Hawthorne, NY USA).  I used binary logistic regression, which is preferable to chi-square and t-
tests for analyses involving large sample sizes, to test the ability of hunter characteristics and 
attitudes to predict the survey method (mail survey or internet panel survey) of respondents 
(Johnson 1999, Knoke et al. 2002, Vaske 2008, Hair et al. 2010).  Wald forward selection 
eliminates from the model any independent variable that is non-significant (α = 0.05) for 
prediction of the dependent variable (survey method).  I used Nagelkerke R
2 
to assess model fit 
following Vaske (2008), measured the percentage of observations correctly classified, and 
evaluated predictive accuracy using the proportional chance criterion (CPRO), which is the 
published standard for practical significance with 2 groups of unequal size and a need for 
                                                 
5 Responses about effort, success, and demographics have been reported to differ between random and convenience 
samples (Johnson et al. 1993, Hunt et al. 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011, Alessi and Miller 2012).  Satisfaction is 
included in the grouping based upon reported correlations to success and effort (Hendee 1974, Miller and 
Graefe 2001, Brunke and Hunt 2007). 
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accurate prediction of membership in both groups, following Hair et al. (2010).  I combined 
observations from the 2 random samples and repeated the analysis by logistic regression for 
classification of the random (mail and internet panel surveys) and convenience (web survey) 
samples, utilizing the same criteria for model fit and classification accuracy.  For both analyses, I 
reserved 50% of observations for model validation. 
I evaluated differences in Likert-scaled attitudinal variables for practical significance 
using a procedure I termed “polar reclassification”, in which I omitted neutral responses, 
compressed directional responses (e.g., “Strongly Disagree” and “Disagree” became 
“Disagree”), and interpreted results by simple majority (Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  
Compression of Likert responses provides evidence of practical significance, an informed best 
professional judgment of the substantive importance of the findings (Knoke et al. 2002, Vaske 
2008). 
Results 
The response rate was 24% to the mail survey and 6% to the internet panel after 
adjustment for undeliverable mail and elimination of unusable responses, leaving 590 and 145 
usable responses, respectively.  I received 1,407 usable responses to the web survey, for which a 
response rate could not be estimated (Table 4.1).  Gender (% male) of respondents ranged from 
90.2% (internet panel) to 98.1% (web survey), and the average age of respondents ranged from 
41.3 years (internet panel and web survey, standard deviations ± 14.8 and 14.7, respectively) to 
43.8 years (mail survey, standard deviation ± 15.3).  All 3 surveys under-sampled age class 16-
25 and over-sampled age class 56-65 relative to the datasets, but all 3 methods achieved adequate 
representation for statistical analysis (n ≥ 5) across 6 age classes (Table 4.1) (Hair et al. 2010).  
The distribution by mail zone of mail survey and internet panel survey respondents was 
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representative of the stratified sampling frames, with somewhat lesser participation in North and 
Central Louisiana (Table 4.1).  I was unable to classify web survey respondents by mail zone.  
Internet access was reported by 93% of mail survey respondents, 98% of internet panel 
respondents, and 99% for web survey respondents.  Ninety-seven percent of mail and internet 
panel survey respondents and 91% of web survey respondents elected to participate in the  
 
Table 4.1.  Comparison of gender, age, age class, and mail zone between the Harvest Information 
Program (HIP) population, the randomly-selected address datasets for the mail survey and 
internet panel, and responses to the random mail survey, random internet panel, and open web 
survey in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
Variable Value 
HIP 
dataset 
Mail 
address 
dataset 
Internet 
panel 
address 
dataset 
Random 
mail 
survey 
 Random 
internet 
panel 
survey 
Open 
web 
survey 
Gender 
(%) Male 93.8 93.5 93.7 93.8 
 
90.2 98.1 
     
  
  Age Mean years 39.0 38.8 39.0 43.8  41.3 41.3 
 
Std. deviation 14.8 15.0 14.8 15.3  14.8 14.7 
Age class 
(%) 16-25 23.1 25.0 23.3 16.7 
 
18.1 14.9 
 
26-35 23.8 22.6 24.0 15.3  22.2 28.1 
 
36-45 18.0 17.9 17.8 17.9  18.8 17.0 
 
46-55 18.4 17.4 17.9 23.4  20.1 18.5 
 
56-65 12.6 12.9 13.3 20.9  16.7 15.7 
 
Over 65   4.1   4.2   3.9   5.8    4.2   5.8 
     
  
  Mail zone 
(%) Southeast Coastal LA  18.8 20.0 20.0 21.4 
 
19.9 NA 
 
Southeast Inland LA 16.4 20.0 20.0 21.9  23.3 NA 
 
Southwest LA 35.1 20.0 20.0 20.6  23.3 NA 
 
North LA 17.3 20.0 20.0 18.2  15.8 NA 
 
Central LA 12.4 20.0 20.0 17.9  17.8 NA 
Sample N 
         
78,065  
         
2,500  
         
2,500  
            
590  
           
145  1,407 
NA = Not available 
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voluntary drawing for incentive prizes and provided a name and phone number or e-mail 
address.   
Direct costs attributable to the project were $30,000 for the mail survey, $6,000 for the 
internet panel survey, and $2,000 for the web survey, resulting in average costs per usable 
response of $52.70 for the mail survey, $41.70 for the internet panel survey, and $1.50 for the 
web survey. 
Of 1,841 non-respondents to the mail survey, I identified 1,130 with potentially valid 
phone numbers, which were divided equally into groups receiving a telephone call (565) and a 1 
page survey (565).  I also mailed the 1 page non-response survey to the remaining 711 non- 
respondents for which no potentially valid phone number was available.  The non-response 
survey received 78 valid responses by telephone interview (14%) and 70 valid responses by mail 
 (5%, composed of 7% from license holders who provided a phone number and 4% from  
those with no or an obviously invalid phone number).  These respondents were similar in gender 
and age to respondents to the 3 initial surveys, and less frequently hunted coastal zones, where 
there were higher participation rates in the 3 initial surveys (Appendix E).  The mail non-
response survey identified lower internet access (83%), lesser avidity, and lower levels of 
satisfaction than the telephone non-response survey or the 3 initial surveys (Appendix E).  In the 
phone non-response survey, average days hunted and waterfowl harvested were influenced by 3 
very avid respondents (outliers), but overall demographics, satisfaction, and agreement with 2 
regulatory proposals were similar to responses from the 3 initial surveys (Appendix E).  In the 
telephone survey, 223 of 565 phone numbers were non-working, leading to an estimate that 63% 
of the 1,841 mail survey non-respondents provided no phone number, an obviously incorrect 
phone number, or a non-working phone number. 
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 Compared to mail and internet survey respondents, web survey participants hunted >60% 
more days and harvested >75% more waterfowl during the 2012-2013 season (Table 4.2).  Over 
86% of web survey respondents professed self-identity as a waterfowl hunter, in contrast to 60% 
and 64% of mail survey and internet panel survey respondents, respectively (Table 4.2).  There 
were small difference across surveys in overall satisfaction last season, average age, or percent 
hunting on a public wildlife management area (WMA) (Table 4.2).   
 
Table 4.2.  Comparison of 8 variables measuring effort, success, satisfaction, and demographics 
(hunter characteristics) of random mail respondents (n = 590), random internet panel respondent 
(n = 145), and open web respondents (n = 1,407) to the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters.  (Standard deviations in parentheses.) 
a 
Scaled 1 = Very Dissatisfied to 5 = Very Satisfied 
 
Responses to 9 questions assessing attitudes towards regulatory alternatives displayed 
notable similarity between mail survey, internet panel survey, and web survey respondents.   
Category Variable 
 
Random mail 
survey 
 
Random 
internet 
panel 
survey 
Open web 
survey 
Effort Days hunted last season 14.4 (12.5)  14.1 (12.5) 23.0 (16.1) 
 
Seasons hunted waterfowl in 
past 5 
4.0 (1.4) 4.0 (1.5) 4.4 (1.2) 
     
Success Waterfowl harvested last season 41.7 (52.7) 44.7 (50.5) 78.5 (85.3) 
     
Satisfaction Overall satisfaction last season
a
 3.2 (1.2) 3.4 (1.1) 3.3 (1.2) 
     
Demographics Age 43.8 (15.3) 41.3 (14.8) 41.3 (14.7) 
 Gender (% male) 94% 90% 98% 
 Self-identity as waterfowl 
hunter 
60% 64% 86% 
 Hunted on WMA 29% 33% 34% 
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Respondents to all 3 surveys preferred later season hunting in the Coastal, East, and West Zones, 
but selected the “no preference” response most frequently (Figures 4.1-4.3).  Respondents to all 
3 surveys ranked options for timing of youth hunt dates identically (Figure 4.4).  Web survey  
respondents were somewhat more likely to support increasing the cost of the Federal Duck 
Stamp from $15 to $25 (Figure 4.5); however, 4 other regulatory proposals were ranked similarly 
by respondents of all 3 surveys (Figures 4.6-4.9).   
 
 
Figure 4.1.  Preferences for Coastal Zone waterfowl season date and split options by open web 
respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), and random internet panel 
respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
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Figure 4.2.  Preferences for East Zone waterfowl season date and split options by open web 
respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), and random internet panel 
respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.3.  Preferences for West Zone waterfowl season date and split options by open web 
respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), and random internet panel 
respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
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Figure 4.4.  Preferences for youth hunt dates by open web respondents (n = 1,407), random mail 
respondents (n = 590), and random internet panel respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of 
Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5.  Attitudes toward increasing the cost of the Federal Duck Stamp from $15 to $25 by 
open web respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), and random internet 
panel respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
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Figure 4.6.  Attitudes toward prohibiting use of electronic spinning-wing decoys in the 
Mississippi Flyway by open web respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), 
and random internet panel respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.7.  Attitudes toward developing hunter recruitment and mentored hunting programs to 
increase waterfowl hunter participation by open web respondents (n = 1,407), random mail 
respondents (n = 590), and random internet panel respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of 
Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
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Figure 4.8.  Attitudes toward managing hunter use of Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) to 
reduce crowding by open web respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), and 
random internet panel respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.9.  Attitudes toward leasing private lands to provide additional public waterfowl hunting 
opportunity by open web respondents (n = 1,407), random mail respondents (n = 590), and 
random internet panel respondents (n = 145), in the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters. 
 
 
Binary logistic regression of the 2 random survey methods (internet panel survey and 
mail survey) using 8 hunter characteristics resulted in a non-significant model (χ211 = 10.8, P = 
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0.458) with −2 Log likelihood of 301.6.  The R2 of 0.05 reflects poor model fit (Hair et al. 2010).  
The hunter characteristics model correctly classified 0.0% of internet panel respondents, 
and failed the CPRO criterion of 60.6% (Table 4.3).  Predictive accuracy of internet panel 
respondents from the reserve sample (0.0%) also failed the CPRO criterion.  Wald stepwise 
selection of hunter characteristic variables identified no variables with a statistically significant 
difference between the internet panel and mail survey samples (α ≤ 0.05).   
Binary logistic regression of the 2 random survey methods categorizing using 9 hunter 
attitudes resulted in a poorly fit and non-significant model (χ220
 
= 21.0, P = 0.399) with −2 Log 
likelihood of 304.4 and a R
2
 of 0.10.  The hunter attitudes model correctly classified 0.0% of 
internet panel respondents and failed to meet the CPRO criterion of 70.6% (Table 4.3).  Predictive 
  
 Table 4.3.  Classification matrix from binary logistic regression of analysis sample modeling 
survey method (random internet panel or random mail) from 8 variables measuring effort, 
success, satisfaction, and demographics (hunter characteristics, n = 315), and 9 variable 
measuring attitudes to proposed regulatory actions (hunter attitudes, n = 346), in the 2013 survey 
of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
   Predicted survey type 
Question type Observed survey type 
Random 
internet 
panel 
Random 
mail 
Percentage 
correct 
Hunter characteristics  Random internet panel 0 62 0.0
a 
  Random mail 0 253 100.0
a 
 Correctly predicted     80.3
a 
Hunter attitudes 
Random internet panel 0 62 0.0
b 
 Random mail 0 284 100.0
b 
 Correctly predicted     82.1
b 
a 
CPRO = 68.4% 
b 
CPRO = 70.6%
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accuracy of internet panel respondents from the holdout sample (0.0 %) also failed the  
CPRO criterion.  Wald stepwise selection of hunter attitude variables identified no variables with a 
statistically significant difference between the internet panel and mail survey samples (α ≤ 0.05).   
 After combination of the mail and internet panel respondents (random sample), binary 
logistic regression for classification of the random and convenience (web survey) samples using 
8 hunter characteristics resulted in a significant model (χ211 = 137.2, P < 0.001) with −2 Log 
likelihood of 1051.1.  The R
2
 of 0.19 reflects poor model fit (Hair et al. 2010).  The hunter 
characteristics model correctly classified only 33.7% of random sample respondents, and failed 
the CPRO criterion of 55.1% (Table 4.4).  Predictive accuracy of convenience sample respondents  
 
Table 4.4.  Classification matrix from binary logistic regression of analysis sample modeling 
survey method (convenience sample or random sample) from 8 variables measuring effort, 
success, satisfaction, and demographics (hunter characteristics, n = 927), and 9 variables 
measuring attitudes to proposed regulatory actions (hunter attitudes, n = 961), in the 2013 Survey 
of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters. 
   Predicted survey type 
Question type Observed survey type 
 
Convenience 
sample 
Random 
sample 
Percentage 
correct 
Hunter characteristics  Convenience sample 547 65 89.4
a
 
  Random sample 209 106 33.7
a
 
 Correctly predicted     70.4
a 
Hunter attitudes 
Convenience sample 560 55 91.1
b
 
 Random sample 273 73 21.1
b
 
 Correctly predicted     65.9
b 
   a 
CPRO = 55.1% 
b 
CPRO  = 53.9% 
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from the holdout sample (35.3 %) also failed the CPRO criterion.  Wald stepwise selection of 
hunter characteristic variables to the best reduced (5 variable) model did not improve the −2 Log 
likelihood (1054.9), the R
2 
(0.18), or the predictive accuracy of convenience sample respondents 
(32.4%) in comparison to the full 8-variable model.  Satisfaction was not a significant variable in 
the best reduced model (α = 0.083).  Compared with open web respondents, odds interpretation 
indicated that older hunters were more likely (1.7% per year of age) to participate in mail 
surveys; however, mail survey odds decreased for days hunted (1.9% per day) and number of 
waterfowl harvested ((0.5% per bird). 
Binary logistic regression for classification of the random and convenience samples using 
9 hunter attitudes resulted in a poorly fit but significant model (χ220
 
= 63.2, P < 0.001) with −2 
Log likelihood of 1192.6 and a R
2
 of 0.09.  The hunter attitudes model correctly classified only 
21.1% of random sample respondents and failed to meet the CPRO criterion of 53.9% (Table 4.4).  
Predictive accuracy of random sample respondents from the holdout sample (21.1%) also failed 
the CPRO criterion.  Wald stepwise selection of hunter attitude variables to the best reduced (3 
variable) model did not improve the −2 Log likelihood (1202.1), the R2 (0.08) or the predictive 
accuracy for random sample respondents (16.8%) in comparison to the full 9-variable model.  
Compared with open web respondents, odds interpretation indicated that mail survey respondents 
were less likely to select the earliest coastal zone option (48.2% less), earliest youth hunt (46.4% 
less), and higher levels of support for raising the cost of the federal duck stamp (19.3% less). 
 Following polar reclassification, a majority of respondents to the mail, internet panel, and web 
  
surveys agreed in the direction (support or opposition) for 4 of 5 Likert-scaled attitudinal 
questions (Table 4.5).  Given the proposal of a specific price increase ($15 to $25) in the Federal 
Duck Stamp, over 2/3
rds
 of mail and internet panel respondents disagreed with the proposal, 
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while a small majority (51%) of web survey respondents agreed.  The percentage of “neutral” 
responses omitted in polar reclassification ranged from 19% to 38% in the mail survey, from 
14% to 29% in internet panel survey, and from 16% to 30% in the web survey, following a 
consistent pattern across the 5 questions (Figures 4.5-4.9). 
Discussion 
Results confirmed 3 general findings, the first being that open web surveys can produce 
biased results on questions that address hunter effort and harvest.  Web survey respondents 
reported greater harvest and more days afield than mail or internet panel respondents.  I strongly 
suspect that web survey respondents, in contrast to the random mail survey and randomly 
selected internet survey respondents, included more avid hunters who self-selected to complete 
the survey because of their strong affinity for waterfowl hunting.  I was unable, however, to meet 
statistical standards for classification accuracy of random and convenience samples using hunter 
characteristics, even when hunter success and effort were evaluated statistically, likely due to the 
large standard deviations of these variables. 
 My second finding was of no significant difference in hunter characteristics or hunter 
attitudes between the mail survey and internet panel survey, both randomly sampled, despite 
large differences in sample size (n = 590 and 145, respectively).  This result is consistent with 
literature reports that responses to a probabilistic survey by internet panel are likely as accurate 
as to a probabilistic survey by mail (Grandjean et al. 2009).   
My third and most interesting finding was that responses to questions about attitudes 
toward regulatory alternatives were remarkably similar, statistically indistinguishable, and would 
have led managers to the same conclusions, irrespective of random or convenience sampling, 
with the single exception – a proposed price increase in the cost of the Federal Duck Stamp from 
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$15 to $25.  By introducing price specificity to the question, I may have inadvertently 
transformed the question from general attitude to behavioral intention, inducing conflicting 
responses to a specific situation as theorized by the cognitive hierarchy (Heberlein 2012, Vaske 
and Manfredo 2012).  The similarity of attitudinal responses suggests that self-selection in web 
surveys does not automatically bias attitudinal results.  My results are consistent with a small 
body of literature that suggests attitudinal questions may be less sensitive to bias, making web 
based surveys an efficient and valid method to obtain public input on regulatory alternatives 
(Johnson et al. 1993, Best et al. 2001, Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).   
I confirmed material differences in direct cost per usable response.  The web survey 
received the highest number of responses, reaching 1.8% of the resident waterfowl hunting 
population, at an average cost per usable response of only 3% and 4% of the comparable costs of 
the mail survey and internet panel survey, respectively.  
Over 90% of respondents reported internet access across 3 survey methods, in 
comparison to access by 78% of the U. S. population at 30 June 2012  
(www.internetworldstats.com Accessed 4 June 2014).  This high rate of internet access, in 
combination with a pre-existing relationship (license purchase), identifies the potential over time 
for recruitment of a large internet panel and distribution of web surveys to a high percentage of 
licensed hunters by e-mail (Dillman et al. 2009, Connelly et al. 2012).    
  Response rates were disappointing and consistent with the national trend of declining 
survey response (Vaske 2011, Vaske et al. 2011).  The mail survey response rate of 24% was 
comparable to the 23% response rate in Louisiana to the National Duck Hunter Survey 2005, and 
between the mail survey response rates from Louisiana waterfowl hunters in 2010 (34%) and 
2012 (17% from a single mailing) (National Flyway Council 2006, Laborde et al. 2012, Laborde 
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et al. 2014).  The 6% response rate to the internet panel survey (recruited by mail) followed 
lower response rates to internet-based surveys reported by Dillman et al. (2009) and Gigliotti 
(2011), and likely combines non-response to the postcard invitations with the unwillingness or 
inability to access the website.  I might have improved internet panel non-response by increasing 
the number of contact attempts (Sexton et al. 2011).  Response rates may have been higher to a 
web survey recruited directly by e-mail from a dataset for which e-mail addresses had been 
collected (Gigliotti 2011).  I found no evidence that use of incentive prizes increased response 
rates in comparison to my 2010 and 2012 surveys; however, they were effective in obtaining the 
name and phone or e-mail contact information of over 90% of participants in all 3 survey 
methods.  Yeager et al. (2011) reported that use of incentives may increase participation, but may 
also increase response bias.  Small samples sizes in the mail non-response survey (n = 70) and 
the telephone non-response survey (n = 78) as a result of low response rates increased the effect 
of outlier observations and limit their usefulness for statistical comparison to the 3 initial 
surveys.  I also was concerned by the apparent lack of valid telephone numbers (estimated 
<40%) in the HIP dataset.  Administrative records are frequently incomplete and data may not be 
missing at random (Brick 2011).  High cost with low response rate is not a desirable survey 
characteristic, therefore these results highlighted that survey modifications, such as repeated 
contacts and incentives, may be necessary to increase accuracy of certain kinds of information, 
despite not fulfilling their original purpose of increasing response rates.   
Low response rates may suggest that I compared 3 methods (mail, internet panel, and 
web) that all exhibited nonresponse bias.  I was able to verify representative participation from 
the population of interest based on gender, age, age class, and mail zone or zone hunted data 
common among all 3 surveys.  I observed similar responses to questions about demographics, 
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satisfaction, and attitudes towards proposed regulations in my 3 non-response surveys.  Large 
effects from non-response bias occur infrequently, and are likely to impact a small subset of 
survey responses (Brick 2011).  Low response rates do not automatically inject bias, and high 
response rates do not automatically reduce the risk of bias (Sax et al. 2003, Groves 2006, Groves 
and Peytcheva 2008).  Bias only results when answers from non-respondents differ significantly 
from those of respondents for questions important to the research objective (Brenner 2000).  I 
suspected that non-respondents included a higher proportion of less avid hunters, but I found no 
evidence that response bias differentially impacted hunter characteristics or hunter attitudes in 
any manner relevant to the scientific objectives of the study across the 3 survey methods or in 
comparisons to my HIP sampling frame or non-response surveys.  In this study, non-response is 
not problematic if non-respondents have the same attitudes as respondents. 
 The psychological decision processes by which basic beliefs are translated into attitudes 
may not differ in meaningful ways between those who will complete traditional mail surveys and 
those who will participate in internet-based methodologies, and thus between respondents of 
mail, internet panel, or web surveys (Best et al. 2001).  Attitudes are shaped by central values 
and basic beliefs, and are generally more stable than behaviors (Fulton et al.1996, Vaske and 
Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  As such, attitudes 
may be less sensitive to bias resulting from survey method (Best et al. 2001).  I caution that 
narrowly focused surveys of attitudes about controversial issues may produce results confounded 
by stakeholder bias, especially when the survey topic is disclosed in survey publicity (e.g., 
Groves and Peytcheva 2008, Duda and Nobile 2010).  Content analysis of mass media outlets 
may be useful in identifying issues of high salience and diversity of attitudes that might invite 
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stakeholder bias (Connelly et al. 2012).  In my broadly focused surveys, the results demonstrate 
clear similarities in attitudes across survey methods, especially following polar reclassification. 
 Generalizability of research can be achieved through confirmation of a hypothesis 
(theoretical generalization), through random sampling (probabilistic generalization), or through 
replication (empirical generalization) (Brenner 2000, Blair and Zinkhan 2006).  In my evaluation 
of the generalizability of an open web survey, I was able to support my hypothesis of no 
difference in hunter attitudes in respondents to the random mail survey and to the internet panel 
recruited at random.  I also was able to support my hypothesis of no difference in hunter attitudes 
between the random and convenience samples.  I was able to replicate the similarity in attitudinal 
responses observed in other wildlife studies (Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 
2011, Laborde et al. 2012, Laborde et al. 2014).  Accordingly, these results provide evidence for 
the generalizability of hunter attitudes based on open web surveys. 
Resource limitations can prevent wildlife managers from conducting scientifically- 
designed random surveys to investigate important issues that would benefit from stakeholder 
input (Vaske 2008).  The ease, speed, and low cost of web surveys make them attractive 
alternatives to traditional random surveys, but they are not a substitute (Duda and Nobile 2010).  
The thoughtful combination of probabilistic survey methodologies, such as The Tailored Design 
Method (Dillman et al. 2009) with non-probabilistic methods, such as open web surveys, offers 
substantial benefits to researchers, including increased coverage, detail, and depth, and has the 
potential to maintain generalizability to the reference population (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 
2004, Onwuegbuzie and Leech 2004, Cresswell 2008).  The use of open web surveys increases 
opportunities for public participation and input, and may enhance the sense of inclusiveness 
among stakeholders (Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  Open web 
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surveys can be used to supplement information collected at commission and public meetings, to 
expand opportunity for public comment, to identify emerging issues, and to refine management 
alternatives (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).   
It is increasingly clear that no single data collection method is adequate for all survey 
objectives (Stern et al. 2014).  There are subpopulations with inadequate coverage irrespective of 
survey method, and non-response rates are increasing (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Manfreda et 
al. 2008, Dillman et al. 2009, Vaske 2011, Vaske et al. 2011).  While no generally accepted 
method is available for sampling from the web, it is possible for state agencies to develop large 
e-mail datasets from licensees to take advantage of the higher efficiency and lower cost of web-
based surveys, especially when the license base demonstrates high rates of internet access and 
technical proficiency (Dillman et al. 2009, Brick 2011, Connelly et al. 2012).  Mixed-method 
surveys combining 2 or more response methods have been recommended as a means to increase 
coverage and efficiency, to attract different user profiles (improving response rate), and to 
strengthen the stability of research results (Schillewaert et al. 1998, Dillman et al. 2009, Dillman 
et al. 2010, Brick 2011, Stern et al. 2014).  Offering different response methods sequentially, 
such as web then mail, is recommended to increase response rates and representation (Smyth et 
al. 2010, Messer and Dillman 2011, Millar and Dillman 2011, Stern et al. 2014). 
In summary, I do not suggest discontinuation of scientifically-designed random surveys, 
but rather thoughtful consideration linking survey methodology to survey objectives and the 
population of interest.  Open web surveys are inappropriate for use in gathering data on 
demographics, hunting effort, or harvest, unless the survey objective is to assess avid users of the 
resource or to establish an index of effort and success.  Open web surveys are also inappropriate 
for use in identifying attitudes about widely publicized and highly controversial policies.  Open 
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web surveys can provide a relatively quick, inexpensive, and efficient means of investigating 
stakeholder attitudes as a supplement to random surveys, facilitating increased opportunity for 
stakeholder feedback.  Ultimately, open web surveys offer a complementary methodology to 
random mail surveys for gathering data on regulatory and policy-based attitudes among 
Louisiana waterfowl hunters.   
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) encourages public input 
into decisions on waterfowl hunting zones, season dates, youth hunts, WMA management, and 
other proposed regulations.  In an effort to increase the opportunity for public participation and 
enhance the sense of inclusiveness among stakeholders, LDWF commissioned post-season 
mixed-method studies of Louisiana waterfowl hunters in 2010, 2012, and 2013, each employing  
identical and concurrent surveys conducted using random mail and open web formats.  
The 2013 survey also introduced a 3
rd
 format, an internet panel recruited by random mail.  All 3 
studies included demographic, behavioral, and attitudinal questions addressing specific 
management objectives and regulatory alternatives.   
My scientific objectives were consistent across years:  to evaluate the cost effectiveness 
and comparability of open web surveys (convenience samples) in contrast to mail and internet 
panel surveys (random samples).  In each of the 3 studies, I tested the hypotheses that there 
would be significant differences in hunter characteristics (effort, success, demographics, and 
satisfaction), but no significant difference in hunter attitudes about regulatory alternatives, 
between responses obtained from a convenience sample and those obtained from random 
sample(s).  These hypotheses were based on results of published, peer-reviewed research which 
differentiated responses by nature of question (demographic, behavioral, or attitudinal), and 
reported attitudes to be similar in comparisons of convenience to random samples (Johnson et al. 
1993, Best et al. 2001, Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  The cognitive 
hierarchy of human behavior conceptualizes the stability of attitudes relative to behaviors, and 
offers a potential explanation for the similarity of attitudes across survey methods (Fulton et al. 
1996, Vaske and Donnelly 1999, Pierce et al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012). 
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Surveys were mailed to stratified random samples of 2,500 in 2010, 6,400 in 2012, and 
2,500 in 2013 selected from Louisiana registrants of the federal Harvest Information Program 
(HIP).  The 2010 and 2013 surveys were conducted in 2 waves of announcement postcard and 
survey per Dillman et al. (2009).  Because of time constraints imposed by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the 2012 survey was conducted by single mailing of the survey instrument to 
the larger “oversample”.  In 2013, an internet panel was recruited via 2 postcards mailed to a 
stratified random sample of 2,500 HIP registrants.   
A separate but identical web survey was hosted each year during the same time period on 
the LDWF website, facilitating open-access response.  LDWF provided publicity for the web 
survey using the LDWF website, news releases, newspaper articles, and media interviews of 
LDWF staff.  I also distributed the web survey by e-mail with an embedded link to local 
leadership of waterfowl conservation organizations in Louisiana, with a request that it be 
distributed within their respective state organizations. 
In 2013, LDWF offered a choice of 3 incentive prizes valued $300 - $500 to participants 
in all 3 surveys, to be awarded by random drawing of respondents at a LDWF commission 
meeting following closure of the surveys.  Respondents wishing to participate were required to 
provide a name and phone number or e-mail address; all were provided the option to “opt out” of 
the drawing to preserve anonymity.  Respondents also were asked to identify if they had internet 
access at home or work. 
I calculated response rates based on deliverable mail count and usable responses after 
eliminating identifiable duplicate responses, all surveys from respondents <16 years of age (per 
2012 and 2013 IRB protocol), and all surveys with >50% item non-response (Hair et al. 2010).  I 
calculated direct cost per usable response.  Direct costs included survey design consulting, 
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website design, address validation, mailing materials and printing, postage and handling, data 
entry and validation, and project management.  Investigator time and university-provided 
software licenses were excluded from direct costs. 
I used binary logistic regression with Wald forward selection to test the ability of hunter 
characteristics and attitudes to predict survey method of respondents, evaluating significance by 
the CPRO criterion for practical significance.  Examination of classification accuracy of the 
smaller group, the random sample in all 3 studies, is most instructive because binary logistic 
regression classifies an observation to the larger group when there is inadequate discrimination 
among variables (Hair et al. 2010).  I evaluated differences in Likert-scaled attitudinal variables 
for practical significance using a procedure I termed “polar reclassification”, in which I omitted 
neutral responses, compressed directional responses, and interpreted results by simple majority 
(Cornicelli and Grund 2011). 
Mail survey response rates declined between 2010 (34%) and 2013 (24%), while the 
number of responses to the open web survey increased each year (Table 5.1).  The number of 
responses to the open web survey exceeded responses to the random mail survey all 3 years.  The 
response rate to the request to participate in the 2013 internet panel was 6%.  A single  
 
Table 5.1.  Comparison of responses to random mail, random internet panel and open web 
surveys in the 2010, 2012, and 2013 surveys of Louisiana waterfowl hunters. 
  
Random mail 
survey  
Random internet 
panel survey 
Open web  
survey 
Year n Response n Response n Response 
2010 727 34%
a 
NA NA 949 NK 
2012 1,096 17%
b
 NA NA 1,286 NK 
2013 590 24%
a 
145 6% 1,407 NK 
NA = Not attempted.  NK = Not known. 
a
 4 mailings in 2 waves per Dillman et al. 2009. 
b
 1 “oversample” mailing. 
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“oversample” mailing to 6,400 HIP registrants in 2012 was able to quickly recruit over 1,000 
responses, even though the 17% response rate was lower than obtained by mailing 2 waves of 
announcement postcards and surveys to 2,500 HIP registrants in 2010 and 2013. 
Over 90% of respondents to the 2013 surveys elected to participate in the incentive 
drawing and provided a name and phone number or e-mail address.  Over 90% of respondents to 
the 2013 surveys reported access to the internet at home or work.   
The average direct cost per usable response over 3 studies was $39.10 for the mail survey 
and $3.20 for the web survey (Table 5.2).  Because of low response, the direct cost per usable 
response for recruiting an internet panel was high ($41.70), even though only 2 postcard mailings 
were conducted.  Over the 3 studies, the direct cost per usable response increased for mail 
surveys and decreased for web surveys. 
 
Table 5.2.  Direct costs per usable response for random mail, random internet panel and open 
web surveys in the 2010, 2012, and 2013 surveys of Louisiana waterfowl hunters. 
Year 
Random 
mail 
survey 
Random 
internet 
panel 
survey 
Open 
web 
survey 
2010 $39.10  NA $5.00  
2012 $25.60  NA $3.00  
2013 $52.70  $41.70  $1.50  
        
 
Classification accuracy between the random and convenience samples using hunter 
characteristics exceeded the CPRO criterion in 2010 and 2012, but not in 2013 (Table 5.3).  The 
2013 study exhibited limited differences in the hunter characteristics of age, gender, satisfaction, 
or WMA use across the mail, internet panel and web surveys; however, large differences, and 
large standard deviations, were observed for days hunted and waterfowl harvested last season, 
 86   
and for seasons hunted in past 5, identifying a convenience (web) sample with both higher levels 
of avidity and self-identify as a waterfowl hunter. 
 
Table 5.3.  Results of binary logistic regression of hunter characteristics (effort, success, 
demographics, and satisfaction) between random (mail and internet) and convenience (web) 
samples in the 2010, 2012, and 2013 surveys of Louisiana waterfowl hunters. 
Year Χ2 df P 
Nagelkerke 
R
2
 
Random survey 
classification 
accuracy 
CPRO 
criterion
a 
2010 224.5 28 <0.001 0.41 71.4% 50.5% 
2012 125.1 5 <0.001 0.15 57.0% 50.9% 
2013 137.2 11 <0.001 0.19 33.7% 55.1% 
a 
The proportional standard for classification accuracy required for practical significance. 
 
Classification accuracy between the random and convenience samples using hunter 
attitudes failed to meet the CPRO criterion in all 3 studies, confirming the inability to distinguish 
respondents by survey method using attitudinal variables (Table 5.4).  It is relevant that in all 3 
studies the X
2 
is significant (P < 0.001), even though Nagelkerke R
2
 of ≤ 0.15 indicate poor 
model fit.  Thus, data on hunter attitudes followed a well-defined pattern that is consistent across 
random and convenience samples, and did not vary at random (null model) (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
Table 5.4.  Results of binary logistic regression of hunter attitudes between random (mail and 
internet) and convenience (web) samples in the 2010, 2012, and 2013 surveys of Louisiana 
waterfowl hunters. 
Year Χ2 df P 
Nagelkerke 
R
2
 
Random survey 
classification 
accuracy 
CPRO 
criterion
a 
2010 72.5 13 <0.001 0.13 45.2% 51.0% 
2012 73.6 32 <0.001 0.10 35.8% 51.2% 
2013 63.2 20 <0.001 0.09 21.1% 53.9% 
a 
The proportional standard for classification accuracy required for practical significance. 
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Polar reclassification of Likert-scaled attitudinal questions resulted in consistent direction 
and conclusion of responses in 12 of 13 questions from the 2010 and 2013 studies (Table 5.5)
6
.   
 
Table 5.5.  Results of polar reclassification of Likert-scaled attitudinal questions contrasting 
random mail and open web survey responses in the 2010 and 2013 surveys of Louisiana 
waterfowl hunters.
a 
  Random mail survey Open web survey     
Year  Policy Issue Support Oppose Support Oppose Direction Conclusion 
2010 Hunt whistling ducks 
during early teal 
season 
80% 20% 86% 14% Same Support 
2010 An early season for 
resident Canada geese 
81% 19% 85% 15% Same Support 
2010 End waterfowl hunting 
at noon each day 
31% 69% 37% 63% Same Oppose 
2010 Prohibit use of 
electronic spinning-
wing decoys 
16% 84% 30% 70% Same Oppose 
2010 Limit hunters/manage 
crowding on WMAs 
56% 44% 51% 49% Same Support 
2010 Conducting draws on 
WMAs 
46% 54% 44% 56% Same Oppose 
2010 Legalize commercial 
guides on WMAs 
16% 84% 10% 90% Same Oppose 
2010 Designate "limited 
access areas" on 
WMAs 
75% 25% 73% 27% Same Support 
2013 Increase cost of Federal 
Duck Stamp from $15 
to $25 
30% 70% 51% 49% Mixed None 
2013 Prohibit use of 
electronic spinning-
wing decoys 
20% 80% 26% 74% Same Oppose 
2013 Develop hunter 
recruitment and 
mentoring programs 
70% 30% 70% 30% Same Support 
2013 Limit hunters/manage 
crowding on WMAs 
73% 27% 71% 29% Same Support 
2013 Lease private lands for 
public waterfowl 
hunting 
71% 29% 71% 29% Same Support 
a
 No Likert-scaled attitudinal questions were included in the 2012 study. 
                                                 
6 No Likert-scaled attitudinal questions were included in the 2012 study. 
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The exception related to the proposal to increase the cost of the Federal Duck Stamp from 
$15 to $25.  By introducing price specificity to the question, I inadvertently may have 
transformed the question from general attitude to behavioral intention, inducing a response to a 
specific situation and inconsistency predicted by the cognitive hierarchy (Heberlein 2012, Vaske 
and Manfredo 2012). 
Results support my hypothesis of differences in hunter characteristics between random 
and convenience samples in 2 of 3 years (2010 and 2012), although large differences that I deem 
practically significant were observed in hunter effort, success, and identity in 2013.  Results 
support my hypothesis of no difference in hunter attitudes between random and convenience 
samples in all 3 studies.   
 Generalizability of research can be achieved through confirmation of a hypothesis 
(theoretical generalization), through random sampling (probabilistic generalization), or through 
replication (empirical generalization) (Brenner 2000, Blair and Zinkhan 2006).  I was able to 
support my hypothesis of no difference in hunter attitudes by survey method in 3 studies of 
Louisiana waterfowl hunters, each replicating the similarity in attitudinal responses observed in 
other wildlife studies (Johnson et al. 1993, Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 
2011, Gigliotti 2011).  Accordingly, these results provide evidence for the generalizability of 
hunter attitudes based on open web surveys. 
 The cognitive hierarchy of human behavior has its origins in social psychology, but has 
been adapted in wildlife research and texts (Homer and Kahle 1988, Fulton et al.1996, Pierce et 
al. 2001, Vaske 2008, Vaske and Manfredo 2012).  I cannot explain why 3 of my 4 examples of 
similarities of attitudes between random and convenience samples come from wildlife literature, 
except to report that this comparison has not been reported in wildlife literature as a primary 
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objective to the research but only as an incidental finding in the results of a broader study 
(Johnson et al. 1993, Best et al. 2001, Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011). 
The thoughtful combination of probabilistic survey methodologies, such as The Tailored 
Design Method (Dillman et al. 2009), with non-probabilistic methods, such as open web surveys, 
offers substantial benefits to researchers, including increased coverage, detail, and depth, and has 
the potential to maintain generalizability to the reference population (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 
2004, Onwuegbuzie and Leech 2004, Cresswell 2008).  The use of open web surveys increases 
opportunities for public participation and input, and may enhance the sense of inclusiveness 
among stakeholders (Peterson and Messmer 2010, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  Open web 
surveys can be used to supplement information collected at commission and public meetings, to 
expand opportunity for public comment, to identify emerging issues, and to refine management 
alternatives (Fricker and Schonlau 2002, Cornicelli and Grund 2011).  Mixed-method surveys 
have been recommended to increase coverage and efficiency, to attract different user profiles 
(improving response rate), and to strengthen the stability of research results (Schillewaert et al. 
1998, Dillman et al. 2009, Dillman et al. 2010, Brick 2011, Stern et al. 2014).  Offering different 
response methods sequentially, such as web then mail, is recommended to increase response 
rates and representation, and should be evaluated for implementation in my next survey (Smyth 
et al. 2010, Messer and Dillman 2011, Millar and Dillman 2011, Stern et al. 2014). 
The 2013 study identified a sample of Louisiana waterfowl hunters with high internet 
access and a willingness to share contact information under appropriate circumstances.  
Considering the pre-existing relationship (license purchase) of these hunters with LDWF, this 
combination offers the potential for recruitment over time of a large internet panel and 
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distribution of web surveys to a high percentage of licensed hunters by e-mail (Dillman et al. 
2009, Connelly et al. 2012). 
In conclusion, warnings against the indiscriminate use of convenience web surveys are 
well founded and documented in scientific literature.  Survey research requires thoughtful 
consideration of the survey objective(s) and the population of interest.  Open web surveys are 
inappropriate for use in gathering data on demographics, hunting effort, or harvest, unless the 
survey objective is to assess avid users of the resource or to establish an index of effort and 
success.  Open web surveys are also inappropriate for use in identifying attitudes about widely 
publicized and controversial policies.  Open web surveys can provide a relatively quick, 
inexpensive, and efficient means of investigating stakeholder attitudes as a supplement to 
random surveys, facilitating increased opportunity for stakeholder feedback.  Ultimately, open 
web surveys offer a complementary methodology to mail surveys for gathering data on 
regulatory and policy-based attitudes among Louisiana waterfowl hunters.   
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How many days did you hunt in 
each Migratory Waterfowl Zone (or 
out-of-state) during the 2009-2010 
season? (Use your best estimate - 
write "0" if none.) 
 
  Days hunted East Zone 
  Days hunted West Zone 
  Days hunted Out-of-State 
 
 
APPENDIX A 
2010 SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Did you hunt waterfowl in Louisiana during the 2009-2010 season? (Please mark one.) 
Yes 
No, I did not hunt last year but have hunted waterfowl in 
the past 5 years (Please proceed to Section III, 
Question 1 on page 6) 
No, I did not hunt waterfowl in the past 5 years 
(Please return survey in the enclosed postage paid envelope. Thank you) 
2. In which parish did you hunt waterfowl most often during the 2009-2010 season? 
  Parish 
 
3. How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve in Louisiana during 
the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best estimate - write "0" if none). 
  Ducks (all species)  Geese (all species) 
 
4. How many days did you bag your daily limit of either ducks or geese during 
the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best estimate - write "0" if none.) 
  Days for ducks  Days for geese 
 
 
             5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section I. Waterfowl Harvest, Days Afield, and Hunting Methods.  Please answer the following 
questions for the past hunting season (September 2009 - February 2010). "Waterfowl" refers to 
ducks or geese.  Include only the waterfowl you harvested and days you hunted in Louisiana. 
Whether you hunted in the morning, in the afternoon, or both, count only as one day. 
2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
 94   
6. How many days did you hunt with a commercial waterfowl guide during the 2009-2010 
season? (Use your best estimate - write "0" if none.) 
 
  Days hunted with a guide In Louisiana  
 Days hunted with a guide Out-of-State 
 
7. Did you lease a place to hunt waterfowl during the 2009-2010 season -- 
individually or as a member of a group or club? (Please mark the appropriate 
boxes and fill in the blank.) 
No (If no, please proceed to question 8.) 
Yes (If yes, please answer one of the questions below.) 
I leased hunting rights for a specific property at a cost of about $____ per acre    
I leased hunting rights for a specific blind at a cost of about $   per blind 
 
8. How many days did you hunt waterfowl (in Louisiana) on each of the following 
types of property during the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best estimate - write 
"0" if none.) 
   Property owned by you or your family 
   Property leased by you or your family 
   Property owned or leased by a group or club in which you are a member 
   Property owned or leased by someone else where you were a guest 
   A Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
   A National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) 
   Other public land 
 
9. What percentage of the time do you hunt waterfowl..(Responses should total to 100%) 
 
   % Alone (party of 1) 
   % With one other hunter (party of 2) 
   % In a party of 3 or more 
 
 
   
10. What percentage of time do you use the following blinds or camouflage 
when hunting waterfowl? (Responses should total 100%) 
 
   % Stand or wade in natural vegetation (no blind) 
   % Layout in a field 
   % A boat or floating blind 
   % A portable or temporary blind 
   % A permanent blind 
   % Other (please describe) 
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11. What type of waterfowl habitat do you hunt most often? (Please rank up to three top choices, 
  1 = most.) 
   Coastal marsh 
   Flooded swamp, timber, or green tree impoundment 
   Open freshwater habitat (bayou, stream, river, pond or lake) 
   Managed moist-soil impoundment 
   Flooded agricultural field (rice, corn, grain sorghum, soybeans, wheat, etc.) 
   Dry agricultural field (rice, corn, grain sorghum, soybeans, wheat, etc.) 
                          __________   Other (please describe) _________________________________________ 
 
12. What is your favorite waterfowl to hunt? (Please rank up to three top choices, 1 = favorite.) 
 
__  Any puddle duck  Any diving duck        ___Any geese 
  Mallards ____Canvasback   Snow geese   
  Pintail 
  Teal 
      ___Scaup 
                    ___Redheads 
  Speckled-belly  
  Canada geese 
  Gadwall 
  Wood ducks 
___Mottled ducks 
___Ring-necked ducks        ___Other (list) 
                                                                          ___Whatever is plentiful
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13. How important are each of the following issues in deciding the number of days that you will 
hunt waterfowl? (Please mark one category for each issue.) 
 
 
 
14. Which of the following, if any, do you currently own and use while waterfowl hunting? (Please   
mark all that apply. 
  Boat and motor (inboard, outboard or airboat) 
Pirogue, canoe, or john boat (unpowered) 
 ATV (four-wheeler) or UTV 
  None of the above 
Issue 
Not At All 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Extremely 
Important 
Free time to hunt 
Cost of travel 
Cost of hunting licenses 
Cost of guide fees 
Cost of hunting leases 
Permission to hunt private property 
Distance to your hunting area 
Membership in lease or club 
Length of hunting season 
 
Size of bag limit 
Hunter dispersion/crowding 
Access to a boat, ATV, or UTV 
Availability of commercial guides 
 
Availability of hunting partners 
National forecast of # of ducks 
Number of ducks seen locally 
Weather conditions 
Success of your last hunt 
Your personal health & fitness 
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15. During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you hunt during any of the following? (Please mark 
all that apply.) 
 
Early Teal Season 
Youth Waterfowl Hunt (as a mentor or guide) 
Extended conservation order season for snow 
geese 
16. During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you take someone on a "first time" duck or goose 
hunt? (Please mark all that apply.) 
Yes, one or more youth  
Yes, one or more adults  
No 
17. Did you use a hunting retriever (dog) that you or a member of your family owns during the 2009-
2010 duck season? (Please mark one.) 
Yes  
No 
18. Over the past 5 years, how has the number of days that you hunted waterfowl 
changed? (Please mark one.) 
Slightly increased           Greatly increased No change 
Slightly decreased Greatly decreased Did not hunt five years ago 
 
19. How often do you use a battery-operated spinning wing duck or goose decoy? (Please mark 
 one.) 
Always  
Usually 
Sometimes 
Rarely  
Never 
 
 
 
 
1. How would you rate the overall quality of your waterfowl hunting in Louisiana during the 2009-
2010 season? (Please mark one.) 
Very good  
Good  
Average  
Poor   
Very poor 
Section II. Hunter Satisfaction 
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2. Please tell us how important each of the following experiences was to your waterfowl hunting  
  satisfaction during the 2009-2010 season.  (Please mark one category for each experience.) 
 
 
Experience 
Not At All 
Important 
Slightly  
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
 Important 
Extremely 
Important 
 
A large daily bag limit 
 
Access to a lot of different hunting areas 
 
Bagging ducks and geese 
 
Being on my own 
 
Hunting with friends 
 
Developing my skill and abilities 
 
Hunting with family 
 
Enjoying nature and the outdoors 
 
Getting away from crowds of people 
 
Getting food for my family 
Getting information about hunting seasons and 
conditions from LDWF or U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service 
 
Getting my limit 
 
Good behavior among other waterfowl hunters 
 
A long duck season 
 
Hunting areas open to the public 
 
Hunting with a dog 
 
Reducing tension and stress 
 
Seeing lots of ducks and geese 
 
Sharing my hunting skills and knowledge 
 
Thinking about personal values 
 
Using my hunting equipment (decoys, boats)
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3. If you hunted on a LDWF Wildlife Management Area (WMA) during the 2009-2010 season, on  
which WMA did you hunt most frequently? If you did not hunt on a WMA, please check                  
here               and go to section III on page 6.     
 
 
 
 
 
4. Please rate your satisfaction with your experience on the WMA you identified in question 3 
above. (Please mark one category for each WMA experience.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WMA Experience 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
Not 
Sure 
 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Not 
Applicable 
Availability of WMA maps 
Quality of WMA maps 
Parking facilities 
Boat launch facilities 
Availability of duck blinds 
Water level management 
Food for waterfowl 
Hunter dispersion/crowding 
 
Number of waterfowl you saw 
 
Number of opportunities to shoot 
 
Number of waterfowl you 
harvested  
Availability of LDWF personnel 
WMA regulations 
Enforcement of WMA regulations 
Overall experience at WMA 
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1. The current federal framework limits daily harvest of specific species. Current bag limits of 6  
Ducks include sub-limits of 4 mallards (no more than 2 hens), 3 wood ducks, 2 redheads, 2             
scaup, 1 mottled duck, 1 black duck, 1 canvasback, and 1 pintail.  Given a choice, which would  
you prefer? (Please mark one.) 
  A 60-day season, 6 duck limit with current species sub-limits 
  A 40-day season, 4 duck limit with no species sub-limits  
  No opinion 
 
2.  Using the scale below, please indicate whether you support or oppose the following policy 
actions. (Please mark one category for each potential policy action.) 
 
 
Section III. Preference for Changes in Statewide Waterfowl Regulations 
 
Potential Policy Action 
Strongly 
Oppose 
 
Oppose 
 
Neutral 
 
Support 
Strongly 
Support 
No 
Opinion 
Opening the season on 
whistling ducks during early 
teal season 
Having a separate early season 
for resident Canada geese 
Ending waterfowl shooting 
hours at noon each day 
Prohibiting the use of 
electronic spinning wing 
decoys 
Limiting the number of waterfowl 
hunters allowed on WMA's each 
day Conducting a daily draw for 
designated waterfowl hunting areas 
on WMA's 
Legalizing commercially guided 
waterfowl hunts on WMA's 
Designating specific areas of WMA's 
as "limited access (motorless only)" 
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3. Louisiana currently has an East and West zone, each with split seasons (season closes for a  
period of time then reopens). Which of the following would you prefer for duck season?  
    (Please mark one.) 
The current system of 2 (east and west) zones with 2 split seasons open in Nov. & Dec./Jan. (Map A) 
A new system of 2 (north and south) zones with 2 split seasons open in Nov. & Dec./Jan. (Map B) No 
zones (a statewide season) with 3 split seasons open in Oct., Nov., & Dec./Jan. (Map C) 
No opinion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. East-West Zones        B.  North-South Zones        C.  One Statewide Zone  
(2 split-seasons)     (2 split seasons)                  (3 split seasons) 
 
  
 
 
 
 
1. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. "Neither" 
means that you neither agree nor disagree with the statement. (Please mark one response for 
each statement.) 
 
 
Section IV. Personal Identity as a Waterfowl Hunter 
Identity Statement Disagree Neither Agree 
Some people think of themselves as having an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
I am interested in developing or maintaining an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
I am trying to develop or maintain the skills, knowledge, and 
other traits so that I think of myself as having an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter 
I have reached the point where I have the skills, knowledge, 
and other traits so that I think of myself as having an identity as 
a waterfowl hunter. 
I used to think of myself as a waterfowl hunter, but that 
identity is not as important to me as it used to be. 
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2. Which of the following groups or individuals would or do you believe played an essential role in  
helping you develop an identity as a waterfowl hunter? (Please mark one response for each      
group  or individual.) 
 
 
 
 
 
3. How important is waterfowl hunting to you? (Please mark one.) 
   It is my most important recreational activity. 
   It is one of my most important recreational activities. 
   It is no more important than my other recreational activities. It is less 
important than my other recreational activities. 
   It is one of my least important recreational activities. 
Had an essential role in making me a waterfowl hunter No Yes Unsure 
LDWF or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
 
Family members 
 
My hunting companions 
 
 
Local rod and gun club or local waterfowl hunting group  
State or national waterfowl conservation organizations  
Manufacturers or retailers of hunting equipment 
Outdoor writers and publishers of hunting magazines and books  
Hunting guides and outfitters 
Me, personally 
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10. What is your approximate annual household income before taxes? (Please mark one.) 
 
Under $20,000     $80,000 - $99,999 $160,000 - $179,999 
$20,000 - $39,999     $100,000 - $119,999 $180,000 - $199,999 
$40,000 - $59,999 $120,000 - $139,999 Over $200,000 
$60,000 - $79,999      $140,000 - $159,999  
 
11. We welcome your comments below or on additional sheets regarding this survey or any 
issue of concern related to waterfowl hunting in Louisiana. 
 
 
 
Thanks for your participation. Please return this survey by mail in the enclosed 
postage paid envelope to -- 
LSU School of Renewable 
Natural Resources 227 
RNR Building 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
Attn: 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
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2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
A study of hunters’ opinions and activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2010 Louisiana Waterfowl Conservation Stamp 
 
        A cooperative study conducted by the 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
Louisiana State University 
                 Your help with this study is greatly appreciated! 
 
You have been selected from a random sample of Louisiana hunters who intended to hunt waterfowl this 
past hunting season.  We seek information on hunting effort, success, and satisfaction, as well as input on 
regulations and WMA operation so that we can try to improve waterfowl management and hunting in this 
state.   Current information about Louisiana hunters would allow the Louisiana Department of Wildlife & 
Fisheries and the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service to make more informed decisions about waterfowl 
regulations and habitat management.  The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  We know of no risks from participation in this survey.  The 
survey is meant to be anonymous – please do not write your name on the survey sheets.  There are codes 
linking each survey to individual addresses so that we can know if someone has responded or needs a 
friendly reminder.  We will destroy these identification codes on completion of all mailings.  All 
individual survey data will be kept confidential unless release is legally compelled.  By answering the 
questions and returning the survey (either by mail or electronically), you are providing your consent to 
participate in this study.  We believe that this study will provide significant benefit to waterfowl hunters 
and to waterfowl in Louisiana by making sure that regulatory and management decisions are based on up 
to date information. 
 
Please return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.  Include any additional comments 
on separate sheets.  The envelope is self-addressed and no postage is required.  You may also take the 
survey on-line at www.lsu.edu/xxx  Use the survey number at the bottom left of your survey to register. If 
you have any questions about the survey, please contact Luke Laborde at (225) 578-7854. 
 
 
 
Richard Clifton Richard Clifton 
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           May 7, 2010 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
We need your help, please! 
 
Last month, you should have received in the mail the 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters.  
Your name was selected from a random sample of hunters who indicated a history of hunting 
waterfowl in Louisiana.  If you are receiving this letter, in means that we have not yet received 
your survey response by mail or by internet.  Your response is very important to us – we 
want your input, even if you did not hunt waterfowl in Louisiana during the 2009-2010 
waterfowl season. 
 
The goal of this study is to develop information on the satisfaction, preferences, and activities of 
waterfowl hunters in Louisiana.  We need your input to help the Louisiana Department of Wildlife & 
Fisheries make better decisions for waterfowl hunters and waterfowl hunting in Louisiana.  Your 
opinion counts!  We want our survey to fairly represent all Louisiana waterfowl hunters, not just a 
vocal minority. 
 
Participation in this survey is voluntary. We know of no risks from participation in this survey. The 
survey is meant to be anonymous – please do not write your name on the survey sheets. The codes 
linking surveys to individual addresses will be destroyed on completion of all mailings.  By 
answering the questions and returning the survey (either by mail or via internet), you are providing 
your consent to participate in this study. We believe that this study will provide significant benefit 
to waterfowl hunters and to waterfowl in Louisiana by making sure that regulatory and 
management decisions are based on up to date information. 
 
Please return your completed questionnaire by May 21st in the enclosed envelope.  No postage 
is required.  Your survey ID is ____________.  With this ID you have the option to take the survey on‐
line at www.survey.lsu.edu/waterfowlsurvey  
 
If you have a question about the survey, please contact Luke Laborde at (225) 578-7854. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Frank Rohwer   Luke Laborde 
Associate Professor  Doctoral Student 
LSU AgCenter   LSU AgCenter 
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2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters Postcards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notice of Survey Invitation  
Louisiana State University AgCenter 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
 
In one week you will receive a survey requesting that you 
participate in an important research study about Louisiana 
waterfowl hunters.  We seek information on hunting effort, 
success & satisfaction, and input on regulations so we can try 
to improve waterfowl management and hunting in this state.  
Your participation is vital to the success of this project, no 
matter how much you hunted waterfowl during the past 
season. 
 
Please rest assured that any information you provide will be 
anonymous and remain completely confidential. 
 
 
 
 
 
Luke Laborde 
Dr. Frank Rohwer 
 
227 RNR Building 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
 
Phone:  (225) 578-7854 
E-mail:  llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
A friendly reminder! 
Louisiana State University AgCenter 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
 
Approximately two weeks ago, you should have received 
in the mail the 2010 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters.  This research seeks information on hunting 
effort, success & satisfaction, and input on regulations so 
we can try to improve waterfowl management and 
hunting in this state.  If you have not already done so, 
please complete and mail the survey at your earliest 
convenience.   You also have the option of completing 
the survey on-line using the enclosed directions.  If you 
are unable to locate your survey, please contact Luke 
Laborde by phone or e-mail for a duplicate copy. 
 
 
 
Luke Laborde 
Dr. Frank Rohwer 
 
227 RNR Building 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
 
Phone:  (225) 578-7854 
E-mail:  llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
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APPENDIX B 
2012 SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 
2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
Please answer these questions for the past hunting season.  “Waterfowl” refers to ducks 
or geese. 
1) In which parish … 
a) Do you reside? ________________________ 
b) Did you hunt waterfowl the most during the past season? ___________________ 
 
2) What is your gender?     Male    Female    (Please circle one.) 
3) What is your age?   _____________ 
4) Please rate your satisfaction with this last Louisiana waterfowl hunting season.  
(Please circle one.) 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Neither 
Dissatisfied 
nor Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
No 
Opinion 
Did not 
hunt last 
season 
 
5) How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve in Louisiana during the 
2011-2012 season?  (Please write “0” if you did not harvest any ducks or 
geese.) 
 
_____ Ducks (all species)  _____ Geese (all species) 
 
6) How many days did you hunt in each Waterfowl Zone or out-of-state during the last 
season? 
 (Please write “0” if you didn’t hunt in one or more of the areas.) 
 _____ Days hunted East Zone    
_____ Days hunted West Zone    
_____ Days hunted out-of-state 
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7) Federal regulations allow 2 days of youth hunting.  Please check your preference for 
youth hunts.  
____ One weekend (Saturday & Sunday) prior to the opening of the first split. 
____ One weekend (Saturday & Sunday) following the closing of the second 
split.  
____ Split the youth season, so it is a Saturday prior to the first split and a 
Saturday after the regular season closes. 
____ I favor a youth season, but have no opinion about the timing. 
____ Extra days for youth-only hunting should not be allowed. 
 
Louisiana currently has an East and a West zone, each with a split season.  Zones 
allow for different opening and closing dates in regions of the state to match (as best as 
possible) the timing of duck migrations and the desires of local hunters.  Split seasons 
allow hunting to be spread over a broader range of dates and allow ducks to rest before 
a second “opening day” when the 2nd split opens.  We seek your opinion about season 
dates and zones. 
 
8) What is your level of satisfaction with the current system of two East-West zones with 
one split in the season?  (Please circle one.) 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
No Opinion 
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9) Would you prefer the current 2-zone system or a new 3-zone system (Coastal, West, 
and East) for a 60 day duck season? 
Circle the MAP below with the zone system that you prefer if there is a 60 day 
season: 
A. East-West Zones (current)    B. 3 zones: East-West-Coastal  C. 3 zones: East- West-
Coastal 
If you have “No opinion” or you “Don’t know” then circle one of these phrases. 
For many years we have had 60 day seasons, but it is conceivable that drought and 
other changes in northern production regions will reduce duck populations so that 
seasons are reduced to as few as 30 days.  Reduced seasons may make you more 
interested in traveling to another zone when your preferred hunting zone is closed, 
because another zone would be open for a different set of days.  Hunters that can move 
between zones would be able to hunt ducks for longer than just 30 days. 
10)  Which zone system would you prefer if seasons were as short as 30 days?   
Circle the MAP below with the zone system that you would prefer if there is a 30 
day season: 
          A. East-West Zones (current) B. 3 zones: East-West-Coastal  C. 3 zones: East-West-             
Coastal 
 
If you have “No opinion” or you “Don’t know” then circle one of these phrases. 
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11) During which weeks (1 through 4 of each month) would you most like to hunt ducks 
during the waterfowl season? (Please put EIGHT (only 8) “X” marks in the 
weekly boxes to show your top 8 choices for hunting weeks.) 
 
Oct. 
 Week 1 
Oct.  
Week 2 
Oct.  
Week 3 
Oct.  
Week 4 
Nov.  
Week 1 
Nov.  
Week 2 
Nov.  
Week 3 
Nov.  
Week 4 
        
Dec.  
Week 1 
Dec.  
Week 2 
Dec.  
Week 3 
Dec.  
Week 4 
Jan.  
Week 1 
Jan.  
Week 2 
Jan.  
Week 3 
Jan.  
Week 4 
        
 
 
12) Catahoula Lake is…   (Please check only one answer.) 
____ The primary place I hunt waterfowl 
____ A place where I occasionally hunt waterfowl 
____ A place that I have never hunted waterfowl  
____ Don’t know if I have hunted there or not 
13) How satisfied are you with the current management of waterfowl hunting on 
Catahoula Lake? 
(Please circle one.) 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
No Opinion 
      
14) Permanent blinds on Catahoula Lake should be allocated: (Please check only one 
answer.) 
____ On the current system of individual private ownership 
____ By public lottery for the entire season 
____ By public lottery for a daily or weekend hunt 
____ Available first come, first serve 
____ In some combination of public and private ownership 
____ No Opinion 
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15) If waterfowl blinds or blind sites were made available by public lottery on Catahoula 
Lake, what would be your interest level in participating in a lottery for a Catahoula 
blind site? (Please check only one box for each option.) 
 
Option 
Not 
Interested 
Somewhat 
Interested 
Interested 
Very 
Interested 
No Opinion 
Lottery for 
the entire 
season 
     
Lottery for a 
1 or 2 day 
hunt 
     
 
Thank you for sharing your information.  
 
Include your e-mail address here if you would like to receive an electronic summary of 
the survey results:  ____________________________________________  
 
We welcome comments in this section. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please return this survey to: 
  Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters Survey 
  227 Renewable Natural Resources Building 
  Louisiana State University 
  Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
Additional comments may also be e-mailed to frohwer@lsu.edu 
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2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters Cover Letter 
 
<date> 
<name & address> 
Re:  2012 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
Dear Louisiana waterfowl hunter, 
You have been randomly selected from Louisiana hunters who intended to hunt 
waterfowl last season to participate in a survey conducted by the LSU School of 
Renewable Natural Resources.  The purpose of this study is to obtain up-to-date 
information from Louisiana waterfowl hunters for input to LDWF regulatory and 
management decisions. The survey should take approximately 10 minutes to 
complete.   
Participation in this survey is completely voluntary and anonymous.  There are no 
known risks of participation.  By completing and returning this survey you are 
providing your consent for participation.  Please do not write your name 
anywhere on the survey sheets. If you would like a copy of the research report 
(available after analysis), please include your email address in the space provided 
on the survey.  E-mail addresses and survey codes will be deleted on completion 
of the project.  Once you have completed the survey, please place it in the 
provided envelope, which is addressed and postage paid.  
Your participation is greatly appreciated.  
<signature> 
 
Dr. Frank C. Rohwer 
George Barineau, Jr. Professor of Wildlife Ecology 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
Louisiana State University 
frohwer@lsu.edu 
225-578-4146 
 
Enclosure 
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APPENDIX C 
2013 SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q1.1. In appreciation for completing this survey, LDWF will enter your name into a 
drawing for one of three prizes identified below. In order to do so, we must obtain 
your name, e-mail address and/or phone number in item 21 below. This 
information will be separated from your survey responses for confidentiality. 
Winners will be drawn at the August 2013 meeting of the Louisiana Wildlife and 
Fisheries Commission. Please indicate your preference to enter the drawing for one 
of the three prizes or to remain anonymous. (Please mark one response.) (Note 
that you must be at least 18 years old and be able to pass a federal background 
check in order to win the shotgun.) 
A White Lake Teal Hunt for 2 on the opening Saturday of the 2013 Teal Season  
A Remington 887 Nitro Mag 12 Gauge Pump Shotgun 
Cabela's "Brush Buster" GORE-TEX 4-in-1 Parka or Wading Jacket (size and pattern to be 
selected by winner) 
I prefer to remain anonymous and not participate in the prize drawings 
 
 
 
 
Q2.1. In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone is your home residence located? See map 
for boundaries. (Please mark one response.) 
 
Coastal Zone 
East Zone 
West Zone 
 
Section I. Incentive Prizes 
Section II. Hunting Activity 
2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
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Q2.2. In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone did you hunt waterfowl most frequently during 
this last season? "Waterfowl" refers to ducks or geese only. See map above for 
zone boundaries.  (Please mark one response) 
Coastal Zone 
 
East Zone 
 
West Zone 
Did not hunt waterfowl last season (please continue with questions below) 
 
 
 
Q2.3. How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve during the 2012-2013 
season, both in-state and out-of-state? (Please write "0" if you did not harvest any 
ducks or geese). 
 
Ducks (all species) 
 
 
Geese (all species) 
 
Q2.4. How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone or out-of-state 
during the last season? (Please write "0" if you didn't hunt in one or more of the 
areas.) 
 
Days hunted Coastal Zone Days hunted East Zone 
 
 
Days hunted West Zone Days hunted Out-of-State 
 
Q2.5. How many days did you hunt on a state Wildlife Management Area (WMA) during 
the last season? (Please write "0" if you didn't hunt in one or more of the areas.) 
 
Days 
 
Q2.6. During which of the following waterfowl seasons did you 
hunt ducks or geese? (Please mark all that apply.) 
 
    
Waterfowl Season                    2011-12 2012-13 
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Q3.1. Please rate your overall satisfaction with this last Louisiana waterfowl-hunting 
season. (Please mark one response.) 
    
    Very Dissatisfied     Dissatisfied    Neither Dissatisfied nor Satisfied 
    Satisfied     Very Satisfied    Did not hunt last season 
 
 
 
Q3.2. In 2012, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries introduced a system of three        
Migratory Waterfowl Zones (Coastal, East, & West), each with one split in the season. How     
satisfied are you with the new system of three waterfowl zones?  (Please mark one response           
for each category.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q4.1. What is your preference for season dates and splits in the Coastal Zone during the 2013-          
2014 waterfowl season?  (Please mark one response.) 
  Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 19 (traditional dates) 
  Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 12 (more November but less January hunting)                  
Nov. 16 – Dec. 8, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 19 (more December but less November)                    
Nov. 16 – Dec. 8, and Dec. 21 – Jan. 26 (more January but less November) 
  No preference 
 
 
 
Q4.2. What is your preference for season dates and splits in the East Zone during the 2013-2014  
waterfowl season?  (Please mark one response.) 
  Nov. 16 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 26 (traditional dates) 
  Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 19 (more November but less January hunting)              
Nov. 16 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 7 – Jan. 19 (more December but less January hunting) 
  Nov. 23 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 7 – Jan. 26 (more late-season hunting but less early-season) 
No preference
Section III. Hunter Satisfaction 
Section IV. Hunter Regulatory Preferences 
 
Geographic boundaries 
 
Dates of season opening 
 
Dates of season closing 
Timing of the closure between 
split seasons 
Timing of youth hunts 
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Q4.3. What is your preference for season dates and splits in the West Zone during the                           
2013-2014 waterfowl season?  (Please mark one response.) 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 19 (traditional dates) 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 12 (more November but less January hunting)  
Nov. 9 – Dec. 8, and Dec. 14 – Jan. 12 (more December but less January hunting)  
Nov. 16 – Dec. 8, and Dec. 21 – Jan. 26 (more January but less November hunting)  
No preference 
 
 
Q4.4. Federal regulations allow 2 days of youth hunting. Please check your preference for youth           
hunts. (Please mark one response.) 
One weekend (Saturday & Sunday) prior to the opening of the 1st split in the season.                   
One weekend (Saturday & Sunday) following the closing of the second split in the season. 
      Split the youth hunt, so it is a Saturday prior to opening of the first split and the Saturday following                 
closure of the second split.  
    No preference 
 
  
Q4.5. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about waterfowl        
management by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the Louisiana Department of  
                  Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF): (Please mark one response for each statement) 
 
Strongly
Disagree 
 
Disagree 
Neither Agree
nor Disagree 
 
Agree 
Strongly
Agree 
The USFWS should increase the cost of the 
Federal Duck Stamp from $15 to $25 in 
order to conserve additional habitat on 
waterfowl breeding grounds 
The USFWS should prohibit the use of
electronic spinning-winged decoys 
throughout the Mississippi flyway 
LDWF should develop hunter recruitment 
and mentored hunting programs to increase
waterfowl hunter participation 
LDWF should manage hunter use of public
wildlife management areas (WMAs) to 
reduce crowding 
LDWF should lease private lands to provide
additional opportunity for public waterfowl
hunting, funded by a new leased lands 
permit required to hunt on these properties 
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Q5.1. What is your gender? 
Male  
Female 
Q5.2. What is your age? 
 
years old 
 
Q5.3. At what age did you first hunt waterfowl? 
 
years old 
 
 
Q5.4. Please help us understand how you think about yourself and waterfowl hunting by 
selecting the one category that best describes you. (Please mark one response.) 
I'm not a serious waterfowl hunter now, but could see myself becoming a waterfowl hunter at some 
point in the future 
I'm learning how to become a waterfowl hunter I definitely think of myself as a waterfowl hunter 
I used to think of myself as a waterfowl hunter, but no longer think of myself in those terms 
I don't think of myself as a waterfowl hunter, even though I have occasionally hunted waterfowl 
 
 
 Q5.5. Do you have access to the Internet at your home or place of work? 
Yes  
No 
 
Q5.6. If you wish to be entered into the drawing for one of the prizes identified in Question 1 above,  
please provide your name, e-mail address, and/or phone number below. Your name and 
contact information will not be identified with your survey responses. 
 
Name  
Phone 
Email 
 
Q5.7. We welcome comments and recommendations in this section. (Note that comments may be  
published without identification of the survey respondent.) 
 
 
 
 
Questions about this survey may be addressed to Luke Laborde, School of Renewable Natural Resources, Louisiana  
State University, at (225) 578-7416 or llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu
Section V. Hunter Background & Comments 
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2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters Cover Letters 
 
<date> 
 
<name> 
<address1> 
<address2> 
<city/state/zip> 
            
 
RE:  2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
You have been selected from a random sample of licensed hunters in Louisiana who have likely 
hunted waterfowl sometime during the past 5 seasons.  The goal of this study is to evaluate 
satisfaction with recently enacted waterfowl zones and preferences for season dates and splits 
within these zones.  Additionally, we ask for information on hunter effort, success and 
satisfaction.  This 21-question survey should take less than 10 minutes to complete.   
 
Participation in this survey is voluntary.  We know of no risks from participation in this survey.  
Your responses to this survey will be anonymous and confidential.  There is a five-digit code 
linking each survey to an address so that we may record receipt of completed surveys or provide 
reminders as appropriate.  This code will be deleted from your file following receipt of your 
completed survey.  By answering the questions and returning the survey, you are providing your 
consent to participate in this study.  Your participation is vital to the success of this study, 
whether or not you hunted waterfowl during this past season.   
 
Participants have the option to be entered into a drawing for one of three prizes sponsored by the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries:  A White Lake teal hunt for two, a Remington 
887 Nitro Mag 12 Gauge Pump, or a Cabela’s “Brush-Buster” 4-in-1 parka.  If you choose to 
participate in this voluntary drawing, your contact information (for notifying the winners) will be 
separated from your survey responses. 
 
Please return your completed survey by <date 14 days out> in the enclosed envelope.  The 
envelope is self-addressed and no postage is required.  If you have any questions, please contact 
Luke Laborde at (225) 578-7416 or llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Frank Rohwer  Luke Laborde 
Associate Professor Doctoral Student 
LSU AgCenter LSU AgCenter 
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<date> 
 
<name> 
<address1> 
<address2> 
<city/state/zip> 
            
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
We need your help, please! 
 
Last month, you should have received in the mail the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters.  Your name was selected from a random sample of licensed hunters in Louisiana who 
have likely hunted waterfowl sometime during the past 5 seasons.  If you are receiving this letter, 
it means that we have not yet received your survey response.  Your response is very important to 
us, even if you did not hunt waterfowl during the 2012-2013 hunting season. 
 
 The goal of this study is to evaluate satisfaction with recently enacted waterfowl zones and 
preferences for season dates and splits within these zones.  Additionally, we ask for information 
on hunter effort, success and satisfaction.  Your opinion counts!  We want our research to fairly 
represent all waterfowl hunters.  This 21-question survey should take less than 10 minutes to 
complete.  
 
Participation in this survey is voluntary.  We know of no risks from participation in this survey.  
Your responses to this survey will be anonymous and confidential.  There is a five-digit code 
linking each survey to an address so that we may record receipt of completed surveys or provide 
reminders as appropriate.  This code will be deleted from your file following receipt of your 
completed survey.  By answering the questions and returning the survey, you are providing your 
consent to participate in this study.  Your input is greatly appreciated! 
 
Please return your completed survey by <date 14 days out> in the enclosed envelope.  The 
envelope is self-addressed and no postage is required.  If you have any questions, please contact 
Luke Laborde at (225) 578-7416. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Frank Rohwer   Luke Laborde 
Associate Professor  Doctoral Student 
LSU AgCenter  LSU AgCenter 
 
 
 
 
 
 121   
2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunter Postcards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Luke Laborde 
Dr. Frank Rohwer 
 
212 RNR Building 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
 
Phone:  (225) 578-7416 
E-mail:  
llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
 
 
Luke Laborde 
Dr. Frank Rohwer 
 
212 RNR Building 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
 
Phone:  (225) 578-7416 
E-mail:  
llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
Louisiana State University AgCenter 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
 
In one week you will receive a survey and a request that you participate in 
an important study of Louisiana waterfowl hunters.  We seek information 
on hunting effort, success & satisfaction, and your input on geographic 
zones and season dates in an effort to improve waterfowl management 
and hunting in Louisiana.  Your participation is vital to the success of this 
study, whether or not you hunted waterfowl during the past season.  Any 
information you provide will be completely confidential. 
 
Participants have the option to be entered into a drawing for one of three 
prizes sponsored by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.  
The survey should take you less than 10 minutes to complete, so please 
help us to improve waterfowl hunting in Louisiana. 
A friendly reminder! 
Louisiana State University AgCenter 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 
 
Approximately two weeks ago, you should have received in the mail 
the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters.  This research seeks 
information on hunting effort, success & satisfaction, and input on 
geographic zones and season dates so we can try to improve waterfowl 
management and hunting in Louisiana.  If you have not already done 
so, please complete and mail the survey at your earliest convenience.   
If you are unable to locate your survey, please contact Luke Laborde 
by phone or e-mail for a duplicate copy.  Your opinions are greatly 
needed and appreciated in our efforts to improve waterfowl hunting in 
Louisiana. 
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2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters Internet Panel 
Recruitment Postcards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
We would like to invite you to participate in an important 
study of Louisiana waterfowl hunters.  The goal of this 
study is to evaluate satisfaction with recently enacted 
waterfowl zones and preferences for season dates 
and splits within these zones.  Additionally, we ask 
for information on hunter effort, success and 
satisfaction.  This 21-question survey should take 
less than 10 minutes to complete. 
To participate in this study, please log onto  
www.2013LouisianaWaterfowlSurvey.com 
and enter your personal ID code XXXXX. 
Your participation is voluntary, and all responses are 
confidential.  Your ID code will be deleted from 
your file following receipt of your completed survey.  
Additionally, participants are eligible to be entered 
into a drawing for one of three prizes sponsored by 
the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.  
 
 
Luke Laborde 
Dr. Frank Rohwer 
 
227 RNR Building 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
 
Phone:  (225) 578-7854 
E-mail:  
llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
 
 
Luke Laborde 
Dr. Frank Rohwer 
 
227 RNR Building 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803 
 
Phone:  (225) 578-7854 
E-mail:  
llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
A friendly reminder! 
You have been invited to participate in an important 
study of Louisiana waterfowl hunters.  The goal of this 
study is to evaluate satisfaction with recently enacted 
waterfowl zones and preferences for season dates 
and splits within these zones.  This 21-question 
survey should take less than 10 minutes to complete. 
To participate in this study, please log onto  
www.LAWaterfowlSurvey.com 
and enter your personal ID code XXXXX. 
Your participation is voluntary, and all responses are 
confidential.  Your ID code will be deleted from 
your file following receipt of your completed survey.  
Additionally, participants are eligible to be entered 
into a drawing for one of three prizes sponsored by 
the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.  
Please complete your survey by June 1
st
! 
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APPENDIX D 
2013 NON-RESPONSE SURVEY INSTRUMENTS AND 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
2013 Non-Response Phone Survey Text 
 Note:  Calls may be made between 5:30 - 8:30 p.m. Monday - Friday and 1 - 6 p.m. on Saturday. 
 
Student worker:  _____________________________  Survey ID#:_____________  
Hunter name: ________________________________  Phone number:__________ 
DOB:_______________________________________  Gender:   M   F 
 
Call Date Time Disposition Disposition Code 
1st    a.  Invalid number -- no answer 
2nd    b.  Line busy 
3rd    c.  No answer -- no voice mail 
4th    d.  No answer -- left voice mail 
5th    e.  Answered -- refused survey 
6th    f.  Answered -- call back later 
    g.  Answered -- completed survey 
 
Hello, may I please speak with _______________.  My name is ____________.  I’m calling 
from Louisiana State University in Baton Rouge, where we are asking hunters for their 
opinions about the waterfowl-hunting in Louisiana.  Would you be willing to answer 10 
quick questions, which should take less than 5 minutes to complete?  Your responses will 
be completely confidential.   
 
A.  Accepted interview (Proceed to question 1 below) 
B.  Refused interview.  “Thank you for your time”. 
 
 
 124   
1. In 2012, Louisiana introduced a third waterfowl-hunting zone, the coastal zone, for 
the waterfowl-hunting season.  On a scale of 1-5, with 1 being "very dissatisfied" 
and 5 being "very satisfied", please rate your satisfaction with the new geographic 
boundaries established for the Coastal, East, and West Zones for the Louisiana 
duck and goose hunting season.  Are you – 
 
1) Very Dissatisfied     2) Dissatisfied     3) Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied     4) 
Satisfied        5) Very Satisfied  (or) 6) Don’t know or not familiar with 
geographic boundaries 
2. On the same scale of 1-5, with 1 being "very dissatisfied" and 5 being "very 
satisfied", please rate your satisfaction with the season opening dates established for 
the Coastal, East, and West Zones for the Louisiana duck and goose hunting season.  
Are you -- 
1) Very Dissatisfied     2) Dissatisfied       3) Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied       
4) Satisfied     5) Very Satisfied  (or) 6) Don’t know or are not familiar with 
season opening dates 
3. In which zone did you hunt waterfowl most frequently last season, the Coastal Zone, 
the East Zone, or the West Zone?   
1) Coastal Zone      2) East Zone      3) West Zone      4) Not sure or don’t know 
5) Did not hunt last season (SKIP to Question 6)   
4. About how many days did you hunt waterfowl last season, whether in Louisiana or 
out-of-state? 
______ Days hunted 
 
5. About how many ducks and geese did you personally shoot and retrieve last season, 
whether in Louisiana or out-of-state?   
______ Ducks and Geese  (all species) (Write "0" if they did not hunt or did not 
shoot any). 
 
6. How many seasons did you hunt ducks or geese during the last 5 years?   
 ( ) 0        ( ) 1       ( ) 2         ( ) 3      ( ) 4       ( ) 5  
If answer is “0 year”, SKIP to “Thank you” at bottom of page. 
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7. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statement on a scale of 1-
5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree".  The cost of a 
federal duck stamp should be raised from $15 to $25 to conserve more habitat for 
waterfowl.  Do you -- 
1) Strongly disagree        2) Disagree       3) Neither disagree or agree      4) 
Agree                     5) Strongly agree  (or)    6) Are not sure or don’t have an 
opinion? 
8. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statement on a scale of 1-5 
with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree".  The Louisiana 
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries should manage hunter use of public wildlife 
management areas to reduce crowding.  Do you -- 
1) Strongly disagree        2) Disagree        3) Neither disagree nor agree      4) 
Agree      5) Strongly agree  (or)         6) Are not sure or don’t have opinion? 
9. Do you have access to the Internet at either your home or work? 
1)  Yes       2) No 
10. Now for our last question.  What is your age?     
______ years old 
Thank you very much for your time.   We hope that you have a wonderful day/evening. 
Comments (if offered): 
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2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters Mail Non-Response 
Survey   
Survey ID number:  
Survey ID  
Group Code (A/B - caps only)  
 In 2012, Louisiana introduced a third waterfowl hunting zone, the coastal zone, for the 
waterfowl-hunting season.  On a scale of 1-5, with 1 being "very dissatisfied" and 5 being 
"very satisfied", please rate your satisfaction with the new geographic boundaries 
established for the Coastal, East, and West Zones for the Louisiana duck and goose 
hunting season.  
Very 
Dissatisfied   
Dissatisfied   
Neither 
dissatisfied 
 nor satisfied   
Satisfied   
Very  
Satisfied  
Don't know or 
not familiar   
      
On a scale of 1-5, with 1 being "very dissatisfied" and 5 being "very satisfied", please rate 
your satisfaction with the season opening dates established for the Coastal, East, and West 
Zones for the Louisiana duck and goose hunting season.  
Very 
Dissatisfied   
Dissatisfied   
Neither 
dissatisfied 
 nor satisfied   
Satisfied   
Very  
Satisfied   
Don't know or 
not familiar   
      
In 2012, Louisiana introduced a third waterfowl hunting zone, the coastal zone, for the 
waterfowl-hunting season.  In which zone did you hunt waterfowl most frequently last 
season, the Coastal Zone, the East Zone, or the West Zone?   
Coastal Zone  
East Zone  
West Zone  
Not sure or don't know  
Did not hunt last season  
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About how many days did you hunt waterfowl last season, whether in Louisiana or out-of-
state?  (Enter "0" if you did not hunt last season)  
Days hunted  
About how many ducks and geese did you personally shoot and retrieve last season, 
whether in Louisiana or out-of-state?  (Enter "0" if you did not hunt or did not shoot any).  
Ducks and Geese (all species)  
 How many seasons did you hunt ducks or geese during the last 5 years?  (Please circle 
one.) 
       0  1  2  3  4  5  
 
         
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statement on a scale of 1 - 5, with 
1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree".  The cost of a federal duck 
stamp should be raised from $15 to $25 to conserve more habitat for waterfowl.   
Strongly disagree  
Disagree  
Neither disagree nor agree  
Agree  
Strongly Agree  
Are not sure, or don't have an opinion  
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statement on a scale of 1 - 5, with 
1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree".  The Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries should manage hunter use of public wildlife management areas to 
reduce crowding.   
Strongly disagree  
Disagree  
Neither disagree nor agree  
Agree  
Strongly Agree  
Are not sure, or don't have an opinion  
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Do you have access to the Internet at your home or place of work?  
Yes  
No  
What is your age?  
years old  
Questions about this survey may be addressed to Luke Laborde, School of Renewable Natural 
Resources, Louisiana State University, at (225) 578-7416 or llabor2@tigers.lsu.edu 
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2013 Non-Response Mail Survey Cover Letter 
 
 
 
<name> 
<address1> 
<address2> 
<city/state/zip> 
          
Dear <name>: 
 
Would you help us, please?  It will only take a minute! 
 
Last month, you should have received in the mail the 2013 Survey of Louisiana Waterfowl 
Hunters.  Your name was selected from a random sample of licensed hunters in your state who 
have likely hunted waterfowl sometime during the past 5 seasons.  If you are receiving this letter, 
it means that we have not yet received your survey response by mail or website.  It is possible 
that you have mailed it already, and these letters have crossed in the mail.  If so, thank you very 
much!  Ignore the attached one page survey!   
 
If you have not yet completed our survey, we desperately need your help!  Even if you have not 
hunted waterfowl anytime in the past five years, it is important that we know and can 
assess problems in our license dataset.  The enclosed survey is only one page and will take 
only a minute or so to complete.  Please answer the questions and mail it in the enclosed 
envelope as soon as possible.  This is the last time we will contact you!  Your response is really 
needed to help us validate the results of our study.  Thank you so much for your help! 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Frank Rohwer  Luke Laborde 
Associate Professor Doctoral Student 
LSU AgCenter LSU AgCenter 
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APPENDIX E 
COMPARISON OF NON-RESPONSE AND INITIAL SURVEYS –  
THE 2013 SURVEY OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS 
 
 
Category Mail Non-
Response 
  
Phone 
Non-
Response 
 
  Mail 
Survey 
 
Internet 
Panel 
Survey  
 
 Web 
Survey  
 
Total responses (valid and invalid) 70 78 646 149 1,536 
Scrubbed responses 0 0 56 4 129 
Valid responses 70 78 590 145 1,407 
Sample size 1,275 566 2,487 2,483  Unknown  
Valid response rate 5% 14% 24% 6% NA 
Scrubbed response rate (a) 0% 0% 9% 3% 8% 
     
  
Male 96% 96% 94% 90% 98% 
     
  
Average age 42.9 41.0 44.3 41.3 41.1 
     
  
Access to internet 83% 95% 93% 98% 99% 
     
  
Average seasons hunted last 5 years 3.9 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.4 
     
  
Average waterfowl harvested last season 37.8 75.3 42.1 44.1 78.3 
     
  
Average days hunted last season 12.5 19.6 14.3 18.3 31.1 
     
  
Zone hunted 
    
  
  Coastal Zone 29% 35% 42% 45% 50% 
  East Zone  30% 36% 39% 38% 35% 
  West Zone 20% 24% 10% 13% 12% 
  Don't know 9% 3% 0% 0% 0% 
  Did Not Hunt Last Season 11% 3% 10% 4% 3% 
     
  
Average satisfaction -- geographic 
boundaries 3.3 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.7 
     
  
Average satisfaction -- opening dates 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.3 3.2 
 
  
   
  
Average agreement -- raise cost of Federal 
Duck Stamp 2.4 2.8 2.5 2.5 3.0 
     
  
Average agreement -- reduce crowding at WMAs 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.4 
(a) Scrubbed for duplicate responses, respondents < 16 years old, and item non-response >50%.  
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APPENDIX F 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS –  
THE 2010 SURVEYS OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS 
 
Random Mail Survey                          
Please enter your SURVEY ID: 
 
 
 
Section I.    Waterfowl Harvest, Days Afield, and Hunting 
Methods.   Please answer the following questions for the past hunting 
season (September 2009 – February 2010). “Waterfowl” refers to 
ducks or geese.  Include only the waterfowl you harvested and days 
you hunted in Louisiana.   Whether you hunted in the morning, in the 
afternoon, or both, count only as one day.             
Q1.1 Did you hunt waterfowl in Louisiana during the 2009-2010 
season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
670 83% 
2 
No, I did not hunt last year but have 
hunted waterfowl in the past 5 years 
  
 
57 7% 
3 
No, I did not hunt waterfowl in the 
past 5 years 
  
 
77 10% 
 Total  804 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
804 
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Q1.2 In which parish did you hunt waterfowl most often during the 
2009-2010 season? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Don't Know   
 
4 1% 
2 Acadia Parish   
 
10 2% 
3 Allen Parish   
 
6 1% 
4 Ascension Parish  
 
1 0% 
5 Assumption Parish  
 
1 0% 
6 Avoyelles Parish   
 
29 5% 
7 Beauregard Parish   
 
3 0% 
8 Bienville Parish  
 
0 0% 
9 Bossier Parish   
 
5 1% 
10 Caddo Parish   
 
10 2% 
11 Calcasieu Parish   
 
20 3% 
12 Caldwell Parish   
 
9 1% 
13 Cameron Parish   
 
76 12% 
14 Catahoula Parish   
 
8 1% 
15 Claiborne Parish  
 
0 0% 
16 Concordia Parish   
 
9 1% 
17 De Soto Parish  
 
0 0% 
18 East Baton Rouge Parish  
 
1 0% 
19 East Carroll Parish  
 
2 0% 
20 East Feliciana Parish  
 
0 0% 
21 Evangeline Parish   
 
13 2% 
22 Franklin Parish  
 
2 0% 
23 Grant Parish   
 
3 0% 
24 Iberia Parish   
 
4 1% 
25 Iberville Parish   
 
8 1% 
26 Jackson Parish  
 
2 0% 
27 Jefferson Davis Parish   
 
25 4% 
28 Jefferson Parish   
 
6 1% 
29 La Salle Parish   
 
7 1% 
30 Lafayette Parish   
 
3 0% 
31 Lafourche Parish   
 
15 2% 
32 Lincoln Parish  
 
1 0% 
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33 Livingston Parish  
 
1 0% 
34 Madison Parish   
 
4 1% 
35 Morehouse Parish   
 
13 2% 
36 Natchitoches Parish   
 
9 1% 
37 Orleans Parish  
 
1 0% 
38 Ouachita Parish   
 
20 3% 
39 Plaquemines Parish   
 
40 7% 
40 Pointe Coupee Parish   
 
3 0% 
41 Rapides Parish   
 
13 2% 
42 Red River Parish   
 
3 0% 
43 Richland Parish   
 
11 2% 
44 Sabine Parish   
 
3 0% 
45 St. Bernard Parish   
 
13 2% 
46 St. Charles Parish   
 
8 1% 
47 St. Helena Parish  
 
0 0% 
48 St. James Parish  
 
1 0% 
49 St. John The Baptist Parish   
 
5 1% 
50 St. Landry Parish   
 
13 2% 
51 St. Martin Parish   
 
12 2% 
52 St. Mary Parish   
 
13 2% 
53 St. Tammany Parish   
 
9 1% 
54 Tangipahoa Parish   
 
4 1% 
55 Tensas Parish   
 
6 1% 
56 Terrebonne Parish   
 
37 6% 
57 Union Parish   
 
3 0% 
58 Vermilion Parish   
 
77 13% 
59 Vernon Parish  
 
1 0% 
60 Washington Parish  
 
1 0% 
61 Webster Parish  
 
2 0% 
62 West Baton Rouge Parish  
 
0 0% 
63 West Carroll Parish  
 
0 0% 
64 West Feliciana Parish  
 
1 0% 
65 Winn Parish   
 
5 1% 
 Total  615 100% 
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Q1.3 How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve in 
Louisiana during the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best estimate – 
write “0” if none). 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Ducks (all species) 0 400 27.3 43.6 
2 Geese (all species) 
 
Total waterfowl 
0 
 
                  0 
87 
 
440 
2.0 
 
28.7 
7.1 
 
44.4 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 662 
 
Q1.4 How many days did you bag your daily limit of either ducks or 
geese during the 2009-2010 season?  (Use your best estimate – write 
“0” if none.) 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Days for ducks 0 60 3.2 7.1 
2 
Days for geese 
 
Total days 
0 
 
0 
60 
 
60 
0.4 
 
3.6 
2.9 
 
8.3 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 662 
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Q1.5 How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone 
(or out-of-state) during the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best 
estimate – write “0” if none.) 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Days hunted East Zone 0 60 4.3 8.8 
2 Days hunted West Zone 0 100 7.3 12.1 
3 
Days hunted Out-of-State  
 
Total days hunted 
0 
 
0 
90 
 
100 
.9 
 
12.6 
4.2 
 
13.8 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 662 
 
Q1.6 How many days did you hunt with a commercial waterfowl guide 
during the 2009-2010 season?  (Use your best estimate – write “0” if 
none.)       
# Answer Min 
Value 
Max 
Value 
Average 
Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Days hunted with a guide In 
Louisiana 
0 60 0.84 5.3 
2 
Days hunted with a guide Out-of-
State 
 
Total days hunted with guide 
0 12 
0.17 
 
1.01 
1.0 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 662 
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Q1.7 Did you lease a place to hunt waterfowl during the 2009-2010 
season -- individually or as a member of a group or club? (Please mark 
the appropriate boxes and fill in the blank.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 No   
 
487 76% 
2 
Yes (If yes, please answer one of the 
questions below) 
  
 
158 24% 
3 
I leased hunting rights for a specific 
property at a cost of about per acre 
  
 
73 11% 
4 
I leased hunting rights for a specific 
blind at a cost of about per blind. 
  
 
69 11% 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Cost per acre 73 0 500 43.45 109.98 
      
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Cost per blind 69 15 11,000 2,750 2,375 
      
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 645 
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Q1.8 How many days did you hunt waterfowl (in Louisiana) on each of 
the following types of property during the 2009-2010 season? (Use 
your best estimate – write “0” if none.) 
# Answer Min 
Value 
Max 
Value 
Average 
Value 
% Standard 
Deviation 
1 Property owned by you or your family 0 100 1.8 15% 6.8 
2 Property leased by you or your family 0 80 2.4 20% 7.8 
3 
Property owned or leased by a group or 
club in which you are a member 
0 60 1.9 16% 6.7 
4 
Property owned or leased by someone 
else where you were a guest 
0 30 2.4 20% 4.3 
5 A Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 0 72 1.8 15% 6.4 
6 A National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) 0 22 0.3 3% 1.8 
7 
Other public land                                                                                                                                             
 
Total days 
0 35 
1.1
 
11.7 
9%
 
100.0 
3.9 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 648 
 
Q1.9 What percentage of the time do you hunt waterfowl…. 
(Responses should total to 100%) 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Alone (party of 1) 0 100% 12.6% 26.2 
2 With one other hunter (party of 2) 0 100% 45.2% 37.7 
3 
In a party of 3 or more 
 
Total 
0 100% 
42.5% 
 
100.0% 
39.3 
 
Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
601 
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Q1.10 What percentage of time do you use the following blinds or 
camouflage when hunting waterfowl?(Responses should total to 
100%) 
# Answer Min 
Value 
Max 
Value 
Average 
Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Stand or wade in natural vegetation (no 
blind) 
0 100% 21.2% 32.9 
2 Layout in a field 0 100% 2.2% 11.0 
3 A boat or floating blind 0 100% 18.4% 33.0 
4 A portable or temporary blind 0 100% 6.0% 19.0 
5 A permanent blind 0 100% 50.7% 43.0 
6 
Other  
 
Total 
0 100% 
1.4% 
 
100.0% 
1.4 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 603 
 
Q1.11 What type of waterfowl habitat do you hunt most often? 
(Please rank up to three top choices, 1 = most.) 
# Answer 1 2 3 Responses % Rank 
1 Coastal marsh 259 41 40 340 27% 1 
2 
Flooded swamp, timber, or green tree 
impoundment 
162 84 42 288 22% 2 
3 
Open freshwater habitat (bayou, stream, river, 
pond or lake) 
134 78 48 260 20%  
4 Managed moist-soil impoundment 16 10 7 33 3%  
5 
Flooded agricultural field (rice, corn, grain 
sorghum, soybeans, wheat, etc.) 
179 61 47 287 22% 3 
6 
Dry agricultural field (rice, corn, grain 
sorghum, soybeans, wheat, etc.) 
13 31 24 68 5%  
7 Other  0 0 2 2 0%  
 Total 763 305 210 1,278 100.0%  
 
 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 653 
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Q1.12 What is your favorite waterfowl to hunt? (Please rank up to 
three top choices, 1 = favorite.) 
# Answer 1 2 3 Responses % Rank 
1 Any puddle duck 128 26 20 174 9%  
2 Any diving duck 22 27 28 77 4%  
3 Any geese 28 23 28 79 4%  
4 Mallards 283 87 43 413 22% 1 
5 Canvasback 8 4 4 16 1%  
6 Snow geese  (incl. blue phase) 6 5 8 19 1%  
7 Pintail 66 68 43 177 9%  
8 Scaup 6 2 3 11 0%  
9 Speckled-belly  (white-fronted geese) 49 26 38 113 6%  
10 Teal 171 84 96 351 18% 2 
11 Redheads 4 5 6 15 1%  
12 Canada geese 5 8 3 16 1%  
13 Gadwall 40 29 38 107 6%  
14 Ring-necked ducks 9 4 2 15 1%  
15 Wood ducks 97 66 48 211 11% 3 
16 Mottled ducks 8 8 8 24 1%  
17 Whatever is plentiful 63 5 26 94 5%  
18 Other (list) 1 0 1 2 0%  
 Total 994 477 443 1,914- 100.0%  
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 653 
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Q1.13 How important is each of the following issues in deciding the 
number of days that you will hunt waterfowl? (Please mark one 
category for each issue.) 
# Question Not At All 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean Ran
k 
1 
Free time to 
hunt 
43 20 105 242 251 663 3.93 1 
2 Cost of travel 181 138 191 96 50 663 2.50 15 
3 
Cost of hunting 
licenses 
233 158 145 71 56 663 2.32 17 
4 
Cost of hunting 
leases 
203 51 105 146 154 
663 
2.97 9 
5 
Cost of guide 
fees 
350 57 73 77 89 
663 
2.18 18 
6 
Permission to 
hunt private 
property 
200 53 87 139 178 
663 
3.03 8 
7 
Distance to your 
hunting area 
136 106 225 136 60 
663 
2.80 
12
T 
8 
Membership in 
lease or club 
292 63 103 108 86 
663 
2.40 16 
9 
Length of 
hunting season 
75 62 120 195 210 
663 
3.59 3 
10 Size of bag limit 113 90 165 153 141 663 3.17 7 
11 
Hunter 
dispersion/crow
ding 
105 63 98 193 198 
663 
3.44 4 
12 
Access to a boat, 
ATV, or UTV 
197 83 114 140 120 
663 
2.81 11 
13 
Availability of 
commercial 
guides 
504 73 48 18 16 
663 
1.43 19 
14 
Availability of 
hunting partners 
182 110 147 139 81 
663 
2.71 14 
15 
National forecast 
of # of ducks 
175 112 158 96 121 
663 
2.80 
12
T 
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16 
Number of ducks 
seen locally 
65 57 135 185 222 
663 
3.65 2 
17 
Weather 
conditions 
86 78 175 186 138 
663 
3.31 5 
18 
Success of your 
last hunt 
146 108 204 116 88 
663 
2.82 10 
19 
Your personal 
health & fitness 
122 79 129 160 175 
663 
3.28 6 
 
 
 
Q1.14 Which of the following, if any, do you currently own and use 
while waterfowl hunting? (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Boat and motor (inboard, outboard or 
airboat) 
  
 
357 54% 
2 Pirogue, canoe, or john boat (unpowered)   
 
276 42% 
3 ATV (four-wheeler) or UTV   
 
306 46% 
4 None of the above   
 
114 17% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 662 
 
Q1.15 During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you hunt during any 
of the following? (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Early Teal Season   
 
320 92% 
2 
Youth Waterfowl Hunt (as a mentor or 
guide) 
  
 
71 20% 
3 
Extended conservation order season for 
snow geese 
  
 
39 11% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 347 
 
 142   
Q1.16 During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you take someone on 
a “first time” duck or goose hunt? (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes, one or more youth   
 
165 28% 
2 Yes, one or more adults   
 
131 20% 
3 No   
 
392 62% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 629 
 
Q1.17 Did you use a hunting retriever (dog) that you or a member of 
your family owns during the 2009-2010 duck season? (Please mark 
one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
277 43% 
2 No   
 
363 57% 
 Total  640 100% 
 
Q1.18    Over the past 5 years, how has the number of days that you 
hunted waterfowl changed? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Greatly increased   
 
132 21% 
2 Slightly increased   
 
70 11% 
3 No change   
 
148 23% 
4 Slightly decreased   
 
139 22% 
5 Greatly decreased   
 
155 24% 
 Total  644 100% 
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Q1.19 How often do you use a battery-operated spinning wing duck or 
goose decoy? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Never   
 
124 20% 
2 Rarely   
 
84 13% 
3 Sometimes   
 
172 28% 
4 Usually   
 
179 28% 
5 Always   
 
74 12% 
 Total  633 100% 
 
Section II.  Hunter Satisfaction       
Q2.1 How would you rate the overall quality of your waterfowl 
hunting in Louisiana during the 2009-2010 season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Very good   
 
63 10% 
2 Good   
 
104 16% 
3 Average   
 
185 29% 
4 Poor   
 
189 29% 
5 Very poor   
 
102 16% 
 Total  643 100% 
 
 144   
Q2.2 Please tell us how important each of the following experiences 
was to your waterfowl hunting satisfaction during the 2009-2010 
season. (Please mark one category for each experience.) 
# Question Not At All 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean Rank 
1 
A large daily 
bag limit 
73 164 214 128 78 657 2.95 16 
2 
Access to a 
lot of 
different 
hunting 
areas 
122 121 181 150 79 
657 
2.90 17 
3 
Bagging 
ducks and 
geese 
57 83 202 198 116 
657 
3.34 11 
4 
Being on my 
own 
260 135 136 79 42 
657 
2.23 21 
5 
Hunting with 
friends 
19 30 129 266 212 
657 
3.93 5 
6 
Developing 
my skill and 
abilities 
58 89 207 176 126 
657 
3.33 12 
7 
Hunting with 
family 
48 37 110 207 255 
657 
3.88 6 
8 
Enjoying 
nature and 
the outdoors 
7 7 49 228 365 
657 
4.41 1 
9 
Getting away 
from crowds 
of people 
20 24 87 204 320 
657 
4.17 3 
10 
Getting food 
for my family 
247 124 140 80 64 
657 
2.36 20 
11 
Getting 
information 
about 
hunting 
seasons and 
conditions 
from LDWF 
or U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife 
Service 
97 135 182 129 113 
657 
3.03 15 
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12 
Getting my 
limit 
111 144 236 94 69 
657 
2.78 19 
13 
Good 
behavior 
among other 
waterfowl 
hunters 
18 17 95 205 323 
657 
4.21 2 
14 
A long duck 
season 
31 48 179 183 213 
657 
3.74 8 
15 
Hunting 
areas open 
to the public 
136 89 139 123 170 
657 
3.15 14 
16 
Hunting with 
a dog 
183 93 154 102 123 
657 
2.82 18 
17 
Reducing 
tension and 
stress 
41 48 127 190 251 
657 
3.85 7 
18 
Seeing lots of 
ducks and 
geese 
12 31 142 222 251 
657 
4.01 4 
19 
Sharing my 
hunting skills 
and 
knowledge 
51 90 194 177 141 
657 
3.39 10 
20 
Thinking 
about 
personal 
values 
49 65 195 167 181 
657 
3.55 9 
21 
Using my 
hunting 
equipment 
(decoys, 
boats, etc.) 
76 96 192 172 120 
657 
3.24 13 
 
 
 
Q2.3 Did you hunt on WMA? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
143 23% 
2 No   
 
490 77% 
 Total  633 100% 
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Q2.4 If you hunted on a LDWF Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
during the 2009-2010 season, on which WMA did you hunt most 
frequently? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Don't Know   
 
2 2% 
2 Acadiana Conservation Corridor WMA  
 
0 0% 
3 Alexander State Forest   
 
1 1% 
4 Atchafalaya Delta WMA   
 
11 11% 
5 Attakapas WMA   
 
1 1% 
6 Barataria Preserve   
 
1 1% 
7 Bayou Macon  
 
0 0% 
8 Bayou Pierre  
 
0 0% 
9 Bens Creek  
 
0 0% 
10 Big Colewa Bayou  
 
0 0% 
11 Big Lake   
 
4 4% 
12 Biloxi WMA  
 
0 0% 
13 Bodcau   
 
4 4% 
14 Boeuf   
 
9 9% 
15 Bonnet Carre Spillway  
 
0 0% 
16 Buckhorn   
 
1 1% 
17 Camp Beauregard  
 
0 0% 
18 Catahoula Lake  
 
0 0% 
19 Clear Creek WMA   
 
2 2% 
20 Dewey Wills   
 
6 6% 
21 Elbow Slough WMA  
 
0 0% 
22 Elm Hall  
 
0 0% 
23 Floy Ward McElroy WMA  
 
0 0% 
24 Fort Polk WMA  
 
0 0% 
25 Grassy Lake   
 
2 2% 
26 Hutchinson Creek WMA  
 
0 0% 
27 Indian Bayou   
 
5 5% 
28 Jackson Bienville WMA  
 
0 0% 
29 Joyce WMA  
 
0 0% 
30 Kisatchie National Forest  
 
0 0% 
31 Lake Boeuf WMA   
 
1 1% 
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32 Lake Ramsey Savannah WMA  
 
0 0% 
33 Little River WMA   
 
1 1% 
34 Loggy Bayou WMA  
 
0 0% 
35 Manchac   
 
3 3% 
36 Marsh Bayou WMA  
 
0 0% 
37 Maurepas Swamp WMA   
 
3 3% 
38 
National Catahoula Wildlife 
Management Preserve 
 
 
0 0% 
39 National Red Dirt WMA Preserve  
 
0 0% 
40 Old River Control  
 
0 0% 
41 Ouachita WMA   
 
5 5% 
42 Pass A Loutre   
 
6 6% 
43 Pearl River WMA   
 
6 6% 
44 Peason Ridge WMA  
 
0 0% 
45 Pointe-aux-Chenes WMA   
 
5 5% 
46 Pomme de Terre WMA   
 
2 2% 
47 Red River WMA   
 
1 1% 
48 Russell Sage WMA   
 
2 2% 
49 Sabine Island WMA   
 
3 3% 
50 Sabine WMA   
 
3 3% 
51 Salvador/Timken WMA   
 
3 3% 
52 Sandy Hollow WMA  
 
0 0% 
53 
Sherburne / Atchafalaya NWR / Bayou 
des Ourses 
  
 
4 4% 
54 Sicily Island Hills WMA  
 
0 0% 
55 Soda Lake WMA  
 
0 0% 
56 Spring Bayou WMA   
 
7 7% 
57 Tangipahoa Parish School Board  
 
0 0% 
58 Thistlethwaite WMA  
 
0 0% 
59 Three Rivers WMA  
 
0 0% 
60 Tunica Hills WMA  
 
0 0% 
61 Union WMA  
 
0 0% 
62 Walnut Hill WMA  
 
0 0% 
63 West Bay WMA  
 
0 0% 
 Total  104 100% 
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Q2.5 Please rate your satisfaction with your experience on that WMA 
you identified in above question. (Please mark one category for each 
WMA experience.) 
# Question Very Dis-
satisfied 
Dissatisfied Not 
Sure 
Satis-
fied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Not 
Applic-
able 
Response Mean Rank 
1 
Availability of 
WMA maps 
8 9 33 73 22 0 145 3.63 4 
2 
Quality of 
WMA maps 
8 17 36 67 15 0 143 3.45 7 
3 
Parking 
facilities 
9 22 17 78 20 0 146 3.53 6 
4 
Boat launch 
facilities 
8 14 18 71 26 0 137 3.68 2T 
5 
Availability of 
duck blinds 
12 25 38 34 7 0 116 2.99 11 
6 
Water level 
management 
15 25 29 53 10 0 132 3.14 10 
7 
Food for 
waterfowl 
16 26 29 57 17 0 145 3.23 9 
8 
Hunter 
dispersion/cro
wding 
25 35 21 55 11 0 147 2.95 12 
9 
Number of 
waterfowl you 
saw 
26 56 11 36 22 0 151 2.81 13 
1
0 
Number of 
opportunities 
to shoot 
27 57 12 37 20 0 153 2.78 14 
1
1 
Number of 
waterfowl you 
harvested 
33 46 16 42 15 0 152 2.74 15 
1
2 
Availability of 
DWF personnel 
11 13 41 62 17 0 144 3.42 8 
1
3 
WMA 
regulations 
6 10 24 83 25 0 148 3.75 1 
1
4 
Enforcement 
of WMA 
regulations 
9 6 33 73 25 0 146 3.68 2T 
1
5 
Overall 
experience  
10 18 22 73 25 0 148 3.57 5 
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Section III.  Preference for Changes in Statewide Waterfowl 
Regulations      
Q3.1 The current federal framework limits daily harvest of specific 
species.  Current bag limits of 6 ducks include sub-limits of 4 mallards 
(no more than 2 hens), 3 wood ducks, 2 redheads, 2 scaup, 1 mottled 
duck, 1 black duck, 1 canvasback, and 1 pintail. Given a choice, which 
would you prefer? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 
A 60-day season, 6 duck limit with 
current species sub-limits 
  
 
546 84% 
2 
A 40-day season, 4 duck limit with no 
species sub-limits 
  
 
42 7% 
3 No opinion   
 
61 9% 
 Total  649 100% 
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Q3.2 Using the scale below, please indicate whether you support or 
oppose the following policy actions. (Please mark one category for 
each potential policy action.) 
# Question Strongly 
Oppose 
Oppose Neutral Support Strongly 
Support 
No 
Opinion 
Responses Mean Rank 
1 
Opening the season 
on whistling ducks 
during early teal 
season 
28 49 225 180 131 0 613 3.55 1 
2 
Having a separate 
early season for 
resident Canada geese 
21 33 266 145 80 0 545 3.42 2 
3 
Ending waterfowl 
shooting hours at 
noon each day 
243 159 101 106 76 0 685 2.44 6 
4 
Prohibiting the use of 
electronic spinning 
wing decoys 
235 181 164 38 43 0 661 2.20 7 
5 
Limiting the number 
of waterfowl hunters 
allowed on WMA’s 
each day 
86 84 229 146 67 0 612 3.04 4 
6 
Conducting a daily 
draw for designated 
waterfowl hunting 
areas on WMA’s 
98 96 237 106 58 0 595 2.88 5 
7 
Legalizing 
commercially guided 
waterfowl hunts on 
WMA’s 
247 142 162 58 18 0 627 2.14 8 
8 
Designating specific 
areas of WMA’s as 
"limited access 
(motorless only)" 
71 60 214 171 107 0 623 3.29 3 
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Q3.3 Louisiana currently has an East and West zone, each with split 
seasons (season closes for a period of time then reopens).  Which of 
the following would you prefer for duck season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 
The current system of 2 (east and west) 
zones with 2 split seasons open in Nov. 
& Dec./Jan. (Map A) 
  
 
229 34% 
2 
A new system of 2 (north and south) 
zones with 2 split seasons open in Nov. 
& Dec./Jan. (Map B) 
  
 
114 17% 
3 
No zones (a statewide season) with 3 
split seasons open in Oct., Nov., & 
Dec./Jan. (Map C) 
  
 
203 29% 
4 No opinion   
 
138 20% 
 Total  684 
100
% 
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Section IV.  Personal Identity as a Waterfowl Hunter      
Q4.1 Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements.  “Neither” means that you neither agree nor 
disagree with the statement. (Please mark one response for each 
statement.) 
# Question Disagree  
(1) 
Neither  
(2) 
Agree  
(3) 
Responses Mean % Agree  
1 
Some people think of themselves 
as having an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
18 185 480 683 1.32 70% 
2 
I am interested in developing or 
maintaining an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
163 321 299 683 1.65 44% 
3 
I am trying to develop or maintain 
the skills, knowledge, and other 
traits so that I think of myself as 
having an identity as a waterfowl 
hunter 
61 296 327 684 1.61 48% 
4 
I have reached the point where I 
have the skills, knowledge, and 
other traits so that I think of myself 
as having an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
91 264 326 681 1.65 48% 
5 
I used to think of myself as a 
waterfowl hunter, but that identity 
is not as important to me as it used 
to be. 
192 330 160 682 2.05 23% 
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Q4.2 Which of the following groups or individuals would or do you 
believe played an essential role in helping you develop an identity as 
a waterfowl hunter?  (Please mark one response for each group or 
individual.) 
# Question No  
(-1) 
Yes  
(1) 
Unsure 
 (0) 
Responses Mean Rank 
1 LDWF or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 418 148 114 680 -.39 7 
2 Family members 132 520 27 679 .57 3 
3 My hunting companions 43 610 24 677 .84 1 
4 
Local rod and gun club or local waterfowl 
hunting group 
531 84 65 680 -.66 9 
5 
State or national waterfowl conservation 
organizations 
436 187 55 678 -.38 6 
6 
Manufacturers or retailers of hunting 
equipment 
433 185 62 680 -.36 5 
7 
Outdoor writers and publishers of hunting 
magazines and books 
372 235 73 680 -.20 4 
8 Hunting guides and outfitters 503 120 57 680 -.56 8 
9 Me, personally 45 592 42 679 .81 2 
 
 
 
Q4.3 How important is waterfowl hunting to you? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
It is one of my least important 
recreational activities 
  
 
17 2% 
2 
It is less important than my other 
recreational activities. 
  
 
53 7% 
3 
It is no more important than my other 
recreational activities. 
  
 
176 25% 
4 
It is one of my most important 
recreational activities. 
  
 
351 50% 
5 
It is my most important recreational 
activities. 
  
 
108 16% 
 Total  704 100% 
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Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.69 
Standard Deviation 0.90 
Total Responses 704 
 
 
Section V.  Personal Background and Waterfowl Hunting Experience. 
Please tell us about yourself!     
Q5.1 What is your state of residence?    
  
 
 
 
 
#  Response % 
2 Non-Resident 84 12% 
1 Resident 604 88% 
 Total 688 100% 
 
 
Q5.2 What is your gender?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
629 90% 
2 Female   
 
70 10% 
 Total  699 100% 
 
 
 
 
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
Resident
Non-Resident
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Q5.3 
What is 
your 
age? 
Statistics 
N  704 
Mean 42.6 
Std. Deviation 13.6 
Minimum 15 
Maximum 88 
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Q5.4 How many years have you hunted waterfowl?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statistics 
N  695 
Mean 25 
Std. Deviation 15.0 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 76 
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Q5.5 How old were you when you first went waterfowl hunting?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statistics 
Age first hunted waterfowl 
N  696 
Mean 16 
Std. Deviation 10.3 
Minimum 2 
Maximum 59 
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Q5.6 During which of the following waterfowl seasons did you hunt 
ducks or geese in Louisiana?  (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Question 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 Responses 
1 Ducks 521 540 564 597 636 2,858 
2 Geese 219 223 240 226 221 1,129 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TOTAL PARTICIPATION (DUCKS + GEESE):  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Statistic Ducks Geese 
Total Responses 689 325 
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Years participated in past 5 
 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid .00 5 .7 .7 .7 
1 of 5 61 8.6 8.9 9.6 
2 of 5 52 7.3 7.5 17.1 
3 of 5 56 7.9 8.1 25.3 
4 of 5 57 8.0 8.3 33.5 
5 of 5 458 64.2 66.5 100.0 
Total 689 96.6 100.0  
System Missing 24 3.4   
Total 713 100.0   
 
Statistics 
Seasons hunted waterfowl in past 5 
N  689 
Mean 4.1 
Std. Deviation 1.4 
Minimum 0 
Maximum 5 
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Q5.7 Which type of Louisiana hunting license did you purchase for the 
2009-2010 season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Basic Season license   
 
468 68% 
2 Non-Resident Basic Season license   
 
36 5% 
3 Sportsmen’s Paradise license   
 
37 5% 
4 
Non-Resident Small Game/Migratory 
Bird license (1 day) 
  
 
29 4% 
5 Senior Hunt/Fish license   
 
30 4% 
6 
Louisiana Native Non-Resident Basic 
Trip license (5 day) 
  
 
16 2% 
7 Lifetime Hunting license   
 
69 11% 
8 
College Non-Resident Student 
Hunting/Fishing license 
 
 
0 0% 
9 Resident Disabled Sportsman license  
 
2 0% 
10 
Resident/Non-Resident Military Basic 
Season license 
  
 
6 1% 
11 Disabled Veteran Hunting license  
 
0 0% 
 Total  693 100% 
 
Q5.8 During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you hunt for any of 
the following game in Louisiana?   (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Deer   
 
348 75% 
2 Quail   
 
32 7% 
3 Squirrel   
 
229 49% 
4 Dove   
 
254 55% 
5 Snipe   
 
47 10% 
6 Turkey   
 
57 12% 
7 Gallinule   
 
46 10% 
8 Rails   
 
33 7% 
9 Woodcock   
 
33 7% 
 
 
 Statistic Value 
Total Responses 464 
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Q5.9 Are you currently a member of a hunting or conservation 
organization?   (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Conservation Association   
 
102 14% 
2 Delta Waterfowl   
 
94 13% 
3 Ducks Unlimited   
 
187 26% 
4 
Other national/statewide/local 
conservation or hunting organization  
  
 
53 7% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 708 
 
Q5.10 What is your approximate annual household income before 
taxes?  (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Under $20,000   
 
38 6% 
2 $20,000 - $39,999   
 
58 9% 
3 $40,000 - $59,999   
 
100 15% 
4 $60,000 - $79,999   
 
110 17% 
5 $80,000 - $99,999   
 
73 11% 
6 $100,000 - $119,999   
 
75 11% 
7 $120,000 - $139,999   
 
48 7% 
8 $140,000 - $159,999   
 
36 5% 
9 $160,000 - $179,999   
 
20 3% 
10 $180,000 - $199,999   
 
18 3% 
11 Over $200,000   
 
84 13% 
 Total  660 100% 
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Q5.11 We welcome your comments below or on additional sheets 
regarding this survey or any issue of concern related to waterfowl 
hunting in Louisiana. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
70 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Income (000s) 
N  660 
Mean $90.0 
Std. Deviation $39.8 
Minimum Under $20 
Maximum   Over 
$200 
Statistics 
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2010 Surveys of Louisiana Duck Hunters     
Open Web Survey                         
 
Section I.    Waterfowl Harvest, Days Afield, and Hunting 
Methods.   Please answer the following questions for the past hunting 
season (September 2009 – February 2010). “Waterfowl” refers to 
ducks or geese.  Include only the waterfowl you harvested and days 
you hunted in Louisiana.   Whether you hunted in the morning, in the 
afternoon, or both, count only as one day.             
Q1.1 Did you hunt waterfowl in Louisiana during the 2009-2010 
season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
877 91% 
2 
No, I did not hunt last year but have 
hunted waterfowl in the past 5 years 
  
 
72 7% 
3 
No, I did not hunt waterfowl in the 
past 5 years 
  
 
20 2% 
 Total  969 100% 
 
 
 
 
Q1.2 In which parish did you hunt waterfowl most often during the 
2009-2010 season? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Don't Know   
 
6 1% 
2 Acadia Parish   
 
9 1% 
3 Allen Parish  
 
2 0% 
4 Ascension Parish  
 
2 0% 
5 Assumption Parish  
 
2 0% 
6 Avoyelles Parish   
 
31 4% 
7 Beauregard Parish  
 
3 0% 
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8 Bienville Parish  
 
2 0% 
9 Bossier Parish   
 
9 1% 
10 Caddo Parish  
 
3 0% 
11 Calcasieu Parish   
 
8 1% 
12 Caldwell Parish   
 
8 1% 
13 Cameron Parish   
 
113 15% 
14 Catahoula Parish   
 
8 1% 
15 Claiborne Parish  
 
1 0% 
16 Concordia Parish   
 
15 2% 
17 De Soto Parish  
 
3 0% 
18 East Baton Rouge Parish  
 
0 0% 
19 East Carroll Parish  
 
3 0% 
20 East Feliciana Parish  
 
0 0% 
21 Evangeline Parish   
 
20 3% 
22 Franklin Parish  
 
3 0% 
23 Grant Parish   
 
5 1% 
24 Iberia Parish  
 
1 0% 
25 Iberville Parish   
 
6 1% 
26 Jackson Parish  
 
1 0% 
27 Jefferson Davis Parish   
 
25 3% 
28 Jefferson Parish   
 
11 1% 
29 La Salle Parish   
 
10 1% 
30 Lafayette Parish  
 
1 0% 
31 Lafourche Parish   
 
13 2% 
32 Lincoln Parish  
 
0 0% 
33 Livingston Parish  
 
0 0% 
34 Madison Parish  
 
2 0% 
35 Morehouse Parish   
 
15 2% 
36 Natchitoches Parish   
 
12 2% 
37 Orleans Parish   
 
5 1% 
38 Ouachita Parish   
 
22 3% 
39 Plaquemines Parish   
 
50 7% 
40 Pointe Coupee Parish  
 
3 0% 
41 Rapides Parish   
 
18 2% 
42 Red River Parish  
 
0 0% 
43 Richland Parish   
 
5 1% 
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Q1.3 How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve in 
Louisiana during the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best estimate – 
write “0” if none). 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Ducks (all species) 0 400 51.4 71.6 
2 Geese (all species) 
 
Total Waterfowl 
0 
 
0 
150 
 
510 
3.5 
 
52.4 
12.5 
 
63.6 
 
44 Sabine Parish  
 
0 0% 
45 St. Bernard Parish   
 
41 5% 
46 St. Charles Parish   
 
17 2% 
47 St. Helena Parish  
 
0 0% 
48 St. James Parish  
 
0 0% 
49 St. John The Baptist Parish  
 
3 0% 
50 St. Landry Parish   
 
20 3% 
51 St. Martin Parish   
 
13 2% 
52 St. Mary Parish   
 
43 6% 
53 St. Tammany Parish   
 
17 2% 
54 Tangipahoa Parish  
 
2 0% 
55 Tensas Parish   
 
4 1% 
56 Terrebonne Parish   
 
39 5% 
57 Union Parish  
 
3 0% 
58 Vermilion Parish   
 
95 12% 
59 Vernon Parish  
 
2 0% 
60 Washington Parish  
 
1 0% 
61 Webster Parish  
 
1 0% 
62 West Baton Rouge Parish  
 
3 0% 
63 West Carroll Parish  
 
0 0% 
64 West Feliciana Parish  
 
2 0% 
65 Winn Parish  
 
0 0% 
 Total  762 100% 
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Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
- Ducks 
- Geese 
 
839 
634 
 
Q1.4 How many days did you bag your daily limit of either ducks or 
geese during the 2009-2010 season?        (Use your best estimate – 
write “0” if none.) 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Days for ducks 0 60 5.4 8.6 
2 Days for geese 
 
Total Waterfowl 
0 
 
0 
64 
 
80 
0.6 
 
5.8 
3.4 
 
9.2 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 
    -      Duck Limit 
- Goose Limit 
 
829 
581 
 
Q1.5 How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone 
(or out-of-state) during the 2009-2010 season? (Use your best 
estimate – write “0” if none.) 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Days hunted East Zone 0 60 5.9 10.7 
2 Days hunted West Zone 0 85 12.0 14.1 
3 Days hunted Out-of-State 
 
Total  Days Hunted     
0 
 
0 
122 
 
132 
1.5 
 
19.3 
6.3 
 
15.9 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 839 
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Q1.6 How many days did you hunt with a commercial waterfowl guide 
during the 2009-2010 season?  (Use your best estimate – write “0” if 
none.)       
# Answer Min 
Value 
Max 
Value 
Average 
Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Days hunted with a guide In 
Louisiana 
0 75 0.7 4.7 
2 
Days hunted with a guide Out-of-
State 
 
Total 
0 35 
0.4 
 
1.1 
2.4 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 
- LA 
- OOS 
 
725 
657 
 
Q1.7 Did you lease a place to hunt waterfowl during the 2009-2010 
season -- individually or as a member of a group or club? (Please mark 
the appropriate boxes and fill in the blank.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 No   
 
468 62% 
2 
Yes (If yes, please answer one of the 
questions below) 
  
 
265 35% 
3 
I leased hunting rights for a specific 
property at a cost of about per acre 
  
 
187 25% 
4 
I leased hunting rights for a specific 
blind at a cost of about per blind. 
  
 
91 12% 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Cost per acre leased 101 $0 $2,307 $146 $332 
Cost per blind leased 83 $300 $12,500 $3,165 $2,475 
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Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
733 
 
Q1.8 How many days did you hunt waterfowl (in Louisiana) on each of 
the following types of property during the 2009-2010 season? (Use 
your best estimate – write “0” if none.) 
# Answer Min 
Value 
Max 
Value 
Average 
Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
1 Property owned by you or your family 0 100 2.5 8.0 
2 Property leased by you or your family 0 75 4.0 10.0 
3 
Property owned or leased by a group or club 
in which you are a member 
0 85 3.9 9.6 
4 
Property owned or leased by someone else 
where you were a guest 
0 115 2.7 7.0 
5 A Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 0 50 3.3 7.4 
6 A National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) 0 40 1.0 3.8 
7 
Other public land 
 
Total 
0 56 
1.5 
 
18.9 
5.6 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 528 
 
Q1.9 What percentage of the time do you hunt waterfowl…. 
(Responses should total to 100%) 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard Deviation 
1 Alone (party of 1) 0 100 15% 24.8 
2 With one other hunter (party of 2) 0 100 43% 32.3 
3 In a party of 3 or more 0 100 33% 31.9 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 839 
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Q1.10 What percentage of time do you use the following blinds or 
camouflage when hunting waterfowl?(Responses should total to 
100%) 
# Answer Min 
Value 
Max 
Value 
Average 
Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Stand or wade in natural vegetation (no 
blind) 
0 100 24% 32.9 
2 Layout in a field 0 95 2% 7.5 
3 A boat or floating blind 0 100 18% 30.6 
4 A portable or temporary blind 0 100 7% 20.3 
5 A permanent blind 0 100 39% 39.9 
6 Other  0 50 0% 1.8 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 839 
 
Q1.11 What type of waterfowl habitat do you hunt most often? 
(Please rank up to three top choices, 1 = most.) 
# Answer 1 2 3 Responses Rank 
1 Coastal marsh 416 66 49 531 1 
2 Flooded swamp, timber, or green tree impoundment 124 181 89 394 2 
3 
Open freshwater habitat (bayou, stream, river, pond or 
lake) 
106 111 93 310  
4 Managed moist-soil impoundment 24 39 25 88  
5 
Flooded agricultural field (rice, corn, grain sorghum, 
soybeans, wheat, etc.) 
121 121 92 334 3 
6 
Dry agricultural field (rice, corn, grain sorghum, soybeans, 
wheat, etc.) 
15 33 39 87  
7 Other (please describe) 3 1 2 8  
 Total 807 552 389 -  
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Q1.12 What is your favorite waterfowl to hunt? (Please rank up to 
three top choices, 1 = favorite.) 
# Answer 1 2 3 Responses Rank 
1 Any puddle duck 271 60 48 379 2 
2 Any diving duck 8 65 19 92  
3 Any geese 16 23 45 84  
4 Mallards 254 104 49 408 1 
5 Canvasback 5 4 6 15  
6 Snow geese  (incl. blue phase) 6 6 13 25  
7 Pintail 69 85 49 203 4 
8 Scaup 1 0 2 3  
9 Speckled-belly  (white-fronted geese) 47 35 49 131  
10 Teal 119 117 96 332 3 
11 Redheads 3 0 0 3  
12 Canada geese 3 2 2 7  
13 Gadwall 52 51 61 164  
14 Ring-necked ducks 1 2 3 6  
15 Wood ducks 69 54 52 175  
16 Mottled ducks 9 8 9 26  
17 Whatever is plentiful 79 27 92 198 5 
18 Other (list) 8 5 4 18  
 Total 1,020 648 599 -  
 
Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
807 
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Q1.13 How important is each of the following issues in deciding the 
number of days that you will hunt waterfowl? (Please mark one 
category for each issue.) 
# Question Not At All 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean Rank 
1 Free time to hunt 58 37 94 249 329 767 3.98 1 
2 Cost of travel 216 183 233 87 43 762 2.42 15 
3 
Cost of hunting 
licenses 
376 163 129 57 37 762 1.97 18 
4 Cost of hunting leases 227 84 152 147 145 755 2.87 8 
5 Cost of guide fees 495 61 85 53 63 757 1.85 17 
6 
Permission to hunt 
private property 
311 76 109 115 148 759 2.62 11 
7 
Distance to your 
hunting area 
165 141 236 151 71 764 2.77 10 
8 
Membership in lease 
or club 
334 90 113 116 108 761 2.44 14 
9 
Length of hunting 
season 
81 57 123 209 293 763 3.75 2 
10 Size of bag limit 162 107 193 150 149 761 3.02 6 
11 
Hunter 
dispersion/crowding 
124 59 127 185 264 759 3.53 3 
12 
Access to a boat, ATV, 
or UTV 
222 102 157 143 132 756 2.82 9 
13 
Availability of 
commercial guides 
633 64 39 14 7 757 1.28 19 
14 
Availability of hunting 
partners 
240 168 175 117 62 762 2.47 13 
15 
National forecast of # 
of ducks 
312 138 162 71 79 762 2.30 16 
16 
Number of ducks seen 
locally 
103 88 184 179 211 765 3.40 4 
17 Weather conditions 109 98 222 187 147 763 3.22 5 
18 
Success of your last 
hunt 
214 158 198 114 78 762 2.59 12 
19 Your personal health 175 125 172 162 127 761 2.92 7 
 
 172   
Q1.14 Which of the following, if any, do you currently own and use 
while waterfowl hunting? (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 
Boat and motor (inboard, outboard or 
airboat) 
  
 
559 75% 
2 
Pirogue, canoe, or john boat 
(unpowered) 
  
 
426 57% 
3 ATV (four-wheeler) or UTV   
 
295 39% 
4 None of the above   
 
64 9% 
 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 749 
 
Q1.15 During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you hunt during any 
of the following? (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Early Teal Season   
 
505 96% 
2 
Youth Waterfowl Hunt (as a mentor or 
guide) 
  
 
108 21% 
3 
Extended conservation order season for 
snow geese 
  
 
57 11% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 526 
 
Q1.16 During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you take someone on 
a “first time” duck or goose hunt? (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes, one or more youth   
 
243 34% 
2 Yes, one or more adults   
 
184 26% 
3 No   
 
363 51% 
 
 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 708 
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Q1.17 
Did you use a hunting retriever (dog) that you or a member of your 
family owns during the 2009-2010 duck season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
440 57% 
2 No   
 
327 43% 
 Total  767 100% 
 
Q1.18 Over the past 5 years, how has the number of days that you 
hunted waterfowl changed? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Greatly increased   
 
212 28% 
2 Slightly increased   
 
107 14% 
3 No change   
 
212 28% 
4 Slightly decreased   
 
151 20% 
5 Greatly decreased   
 
70 9% 
6 Did not hunt five years ago  
 
0 0% 
 Total  752 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 2.82 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.18 
Total Responses 752 
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Q1.19 
How often do you use a battery-operated spinning wing duck or goose 
decoy? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Always   
 
109 14% 
2 Usually   
 
127 16% 
3 Sometimes   
 
243 32% 
4 Rarely   
 
200 26% 
5 Never   
 
91 12% 
 Total  770 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.05 
Variance 1.46 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.21 
Total Responses 770 
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Section II.  Hunter Satisfaction       
Q2.1 How would you rate the overall quality of your waterfowl 
hunting in Louisiana during the 2009-2010 season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Very poor   
 
160 21% 
2 Poor   
 
225 30% 
3 Average   
 
187 25% 
4 Good   
 
122 16% 
5 Very good   
 
67 9% 
 Total  761 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 2.62 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.23 
Total Responses 761 
 
 176   
Q2.2 Please tell us how important each of the following experiences 
was to your waterfowl hunting satisfaction during the 2009-2010 
season. (Please mark one category for each experience.) 
# Question Not At All 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean Rank 
1 
A large daily bag 
limit 
117 157 281 127 79 761 2.86 18 
2 
Access to a lot of 
different hunting 
areas 
165 118 215 172 88 758 2.87 17 
3 
Bagging ducks 
and geese 
61 114 237 223 124 759 3.31 12 
4 
Being on my 
own 
263 161 180 94 54 752 2.36 20 
5 
Hunting with 
friends 
29 47 145 306 236 763 3.88 4T 
6 
Developing my 
skill and abilities 
96 96 215 206 144 757 3.27 13 
7 
Hunting with 
family 
73 45 125 223 293 759 3.81 7 
8 
Enjoying nature 
and the 
outdoors 
8 7 48 254 444 761 4.47 1 
9 
Getting away 
from crowds of 
people 
29 29 96 233 369 756 4.17 3 
10 
Getting food for 
my family 
264 185 173 85 47 754 2.29 21 
11 
Getting 
information 
about hunting 
seasons and 
conditions from 
LDWF or U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife 
Service 
153 156 187 146 117 759 2.89 16 
12 Getting my limit 139 202 261 93 67 762 2.67 19 
13 
Good behavior 
among other 
hunters 
22 31 92 252 360 757 4.18 2 
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14 
A long duck 
season 
36 61 176 213 275 761 3.83 6 
15 
Hunting areas 
open to the 
public 
178 99 133 129 219 758 3.15 14 
16 
Hunting with a 
dog 
180 108 144 147 180 759 3.05 15 
17 
Reducing 
tension and 
stress 
61 45 158 237 255 756 3.77 8 
18 
Seeing lots of 
ducks and geese 
17 49 177 278 238 759 3.88 4T 
19 
Sharing my 
hunting skills 
and knowledge 
53 78 225 251 150 757 3.48 10 
20 
Thinking about 
personal values 
59 70 219 244 164 756 3.51 9 
21 
Using my 
hunting 
equipment 
(decoys, boats, 
etc.) 
71 111 219 190 158 749 3.34 11 
 
Q2.3 Did you hunt on WMA? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
280 39% 
2 No   
 
435 61% 
 Total  715 100% 
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Q2.4 If you hunted on a LDWF Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
during the 2009-2010 season, on which WMA did you hunt most 
frequently? 
# Answer   
 
Respons
e 
% 
1 Don't Know   
 
10 5% 
2 Acadiana Conservation Corridor WMA   
 
0 0% 
3 Alexander State Forest   
 
1 0% 
4 Atchafalaya Delta WMA   
 
38 17% 
5 Attakapas WMA   
 
2 1% 
6 Barataria Preserve   
 
0 0% 
7 Bayou Macon   
 
0 0% 
8 Bayou Pierre   
 
0 0% 
9 Bens Creek   
 
0 0% 
10 Big Colewa Bayou   
 
0 0% 
11 Big Lake   
 
1 0% 
12 Biloxi WMA   
 
18 8% 
13 Bodcau   
 
1 0% 
14 Boeuf   
 
11 5% 
15 Bonnet Carre Spillway   
 
0 0% 
16 Buckhorn   
 
0 0% 
17 Camp Beauregard   
 
0 0% 
18 Catahoula Lake   
 
3 1% 
19 Clear Creek WMA   
 
0 0% 
20 Dewey Wills   
 
13 6% 
21 Elbow Slough WMA   
 
0 0% 
22 Elm Hall   
 
0 0% 
23 Floy Ward McElroy WMA   
 
0 0% 
24 Fort Polk WMA   
 
0 0% 
25 Grassy Lake   
 
1 0% 
26 Hutchinson Creek WMA   
 
1 0% 
27 Indian Bayou   
 
5 2% 
28 Jackson Bienville WMA   
 
1 0% 
29 Joyce WMA   
 
3 1% 
30 Kisatchie National Forest   
 
1 0% 
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31 Lake Boeuf WMA   
 
4 2% 
32 Lake Ramsey Savannah WMA   
 
0 0% 
33 Little River WMA   
 
1 0% 
34 Loggy Bayou WMA   
 
2 1% 
35 Manchac   
 
4 2% 
36 Marsh Bayou WMA   
 
0 0% 
37 Maurepas Swamp WMA   
 
1 0% 
38 
National Catahoula Wildlife 
Management Preserve 
  
 
1 0% 
39 National Red Dirt WMA Preserve   
 
0 0% 
40 Old River Control   
 
0 0% 
41 Ouachita WMA   
 
7 3% 
42 Pass A Loutre   
 
25 11% 
43 Pearl River WMA   
 
8 4% 
44 Peason Ridge WMA   
 
0 0% 
45 Pointe-aux-Chenes WMA   
 
9 4% 
46 Pomme de Terre WMA   
 
6 3% 
47 Red River WMA   
 
6 3% 
48 Russell Sage WMA   
 
6 3% 
49 Sabine Island WMA   
 
0 0% 
50 Sabine WMA   
 
2 1% 
51 Salvador/Timken WMA   
 
9 4% 
52 Sandy Hollow WMA   
 
0 0% 
53 
Sherburne / Atchafalaya NWR / Bayou 
des Ourses 
  
 
14 6% 
54 Sicily Island Hills WMA   
 
0 0% 
55 Soda Lake WMA   
 
0 0% 
56 Spring Bayou WMA   
 
6 3% 
57 Tangipahoa Parish School Board   
 
0 0% 
58 Thistlethwaite WMA   
 
1 0% 
59 Three Rivers WMA   
 
0 0% 
60 Tunica Hills WMA   
 
0 0% 
61 Union WMA   
 
0 0% 
62 Walnut Hill WMA   
 
0 0% 
63 West Bay WMA   
 
0 0% 
 Total  222 100% 
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Q2.5 Please rate your satisfaction with your experience on that WMA 
you identified in above question. (Please mark one category for each 
WMA experience.) 
# Question Very Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Not 
Sure 
Satisfied Very 
Satisfied 
Not 
Applicable 
Responses Mean Ran
k 
1 
Availability of WMA 
maps 
12 41 32 135 53 0 273 3.64 4 
2 Quality of WMA maps 15 56 41 116 43 0 271 3.43 6 
3 Parking facilities 7 30 41 131 42 0 251 3.68 2 
4 Boat launch facilities 15 30 37 126 47 0 255 3.63 5 
5 
Availability of duck 
blinds 
19 30 64 57 13 0 183 3.08 11 
6 
Water level 
management 
21 26 60 84 25 0 216 3.31 9 
7 Food for waterfowl 20 49 49 107 40 0 265 3.37 8 
8 
Hunter 
dispersion/crowding 
55 65 25 103 26 0 274 2.93 12 
9 
Number of waterfowl 
you saw 
47 93 22 85 29 0 276 2.84 
13
T 
10 
Number of 
opportunities to shoot 
43 99 22 86 27 0 277 2.84 
13
T 
11 
Number of waterfowl 
you harvested 
52 90 19 91 25 0 277 2.81 15 
12 
Availability of DWF 
personnel 
23 31 72 97 42 0 265 3.39 7 
13 WMA regulations 13 32 34 150 45 0 274 3.66 3 
14 
Enforcement of WMA 
regulations 
34 43 47 116 35 0 275 3.27 10 
15 
Overall experience at 
WMA 
11 29 33 143 56 0 272 3.75 1 
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Section III.  Preference for Changes in Statewide Waterfowl 
Regulations      
Q3.1 The current federal framework limits daily harvest of specific 
species.  Current bag limits of 6 ducks include sub-limits of 4 mallards 
(no more than 2 hens), 3 wood ducks, 2 redheads, 2 scaup, 1 mottled 
duck, 1 black duck, 1 canvasback, and 1 pintail. Given a choice, which 
would you prefer? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 
A 60-day season, 6 duck limit with 
current species sub-limits 
  
 
696 88% 
2 
A 40-day season, 4 duck limit with no 
species sub-limits 
  
 
62 8% 
3 No opinion   
 
30 4% 
 Total  788 100% 
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Q3.2 Using the scale below, please indicate whether you support or 
oppose the following policy actions. (Please mark one category for 
each potential policy action.) 
# Question Strongly 
Oppose 
Oppose Neutral Support Strongly 
Support 
No 
Opinion 
Responses Mean Rank 
1 
Opening the season 
on whistling ducks 
during early teal 
season 
26 51 204 169 296 0 746 3.88 1 
2 
Having a separate 
early season for 
resident Canada geese 
23 32 299 183 135 0 672 3.56 3 
3 
Ending waterfowl 
shooting hours at 
noon each day 
267 177 97 123 133 0 797 2.60 6 
4 
Prohibiting the use of 
electronic spinning 
wing decoys 
222 198 196 63 119 0 798 2.57 7 
5 
Limiting the number 
of waterfowl hunters 
allowed on WMA’s 
each day 
115 130 243 155 96 0 739 2.98 4 
6 
Conducting a daily 
draw for designated 
waterfowl hunting 
areas on WMA’s 
148 130 236 138 79 0 731 2.82 5 
7 
Legalizing 
commercially guided 
waterfowl hunts on 
WMA’s 
431 129 137 40 22 0 759 1.81 8 
8 
Designating specific 
areas of WMA’s as 
"limited access 
(motorless only)" 
79 61 186 186 240 0 752 3.59 2 
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Q3.3 Louisiana currently has an East and West zone, each with split 
seasons (season closes for a period of time then reopens).  Which of 
the following would you prefer for duck season? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 
The current system of 2 (east and west) 
zones with 2 split seasons open in Nov. 
& Dec./Jan. (Map A) 
  
 
290 36% 
2 
A new system of 2 (north and south) 
zones with 2 split seasons open in Nov. 
& Dec./Jan. (Map B) 
  
 
189 23% 
3 
No zones (a statewide season) with 3 
split seasons open in Oct., Nov., & 
Dec./Jan. (Map C) 
  
 
227 28% 
4 No opinion   
 
103 13% 
 Total  809 100% 
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Section IV.  Personal Identity as a Waterfowl Hunter      
Q4.1 Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements.  “Neither” means that you neither agree nor 
disagree with the statement. (Please mark one response for each 
statement.) 
# Question Disagree 
(0) 
Agree 
(2) 
Neither 
(1) 
Res-
ponses 
Mean Rank 
1 
Some people think of themselves 
as having an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
133 657 11 803 1.81 1 
2 
I am interested in developing or 
maintaining an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
297 448 54 799 1.49 3 
3 
I am trying to develop or maintain 
the skills, knowledge, and other 
traits so that I think of myself as 
having an identity as a waterfowl 
hunter 
297 434 69 800 1.46 4 
4 
I have reached the point where I 
have the skills, knowledge, and 
other traits so that I think of 
myself as having an identity as a 
waterfowl hunter. 
214 525 60 799 1.58 2 
5 
I used to think of myself as a 
waterfowl hunter, but that 
identity is not as important to me 
as it used to be. 
329 190 282 801 .88 5 
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Q4.2 Which of the following groups or individuals would or do you 
believe played an essential role in helping you develop an identity as 
a waterfowl hunter?  (Please mark one response for each group or 
individual.) 
# Question No 
(-1) 
Yes 
(1) 
Unsure 
 (0) 
Response
s 
Mean Rank 
1 LDWF or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 102 223 468 793 .15 7 
2 Family members 32 610 154 796 .73 3 
3 My hunting companions 23 738 40 801 .89 1 
4 
Local rod and gun club or local waterfowl 
hunting group 
60 147 591 798 .11 8 
5 
State or national waterfowl conservation 
organizations 
58 328 408 794 .34 4T 
6 
Manufacturers or retailers of hunting 
equipment 
58 226 507 791 .21 6 
7 
Outdoor writers and publishers of hunting 
magazines and books 
60 329 404 793 .34 4T 
8 Hunting guides and outfitters 53 121 620 794 .08 9 
9 Me, personally 44 728 26 798 .86 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 186   
Q4.3 How important is waterfowl hunting to you? (Please mark one.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 
It is my most important recreational 
activity. 
  
 
0 0% 
2 
It is one of my most important 
recreational activities. 
  
 
32 4% 
3 
It is no more important than my other 
recreational activities. 
  
 
91 11% 
4 
It is less important than my other 
recreational activities. 
  
 
418 52% 
5 
It is one of my least important 
recreational activities. 
  
 
257 32% 
 Total  798 
100
% 
 
 
Section V.  Personal Background and Waterfowl Hunting Experience. 
Please tell us about yourself!     
Q5.1 What is your state of residence?    
 
Residence 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Resident 753 76.4 94.7 94.7 
Non-Resident 42 4.3 5.3 100.0 
Total 795 80.7 100.0  
Missing System 190 19.3   
Total 985 100.0   
 
 
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
Resident
Non-Resident
Resident v. Non-Resident Respondents 
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Q5.2 What is your gender?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
788 99% 
2 Female   
 
6 1% 
 Total  794 100% 
 
 
Q5.3 What is your age? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Age 798 11 84 42.4 14.0 
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Q5.4 How many years have you hunted waterfowl?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
# of years hunted waterfowl 796 1 67 28.8 14.7 
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Q5.5 How old were you when you first went waterfowl hunting?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Age first hunted waterfowl 797 3 46 12.6 6.7 
      
 
 
Q5.6 During which of the following waterfowl seasons did you hunt 
ducks or geese in Louisiana?  (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Question 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 Responses 
1 Ducks 713 724 730 737 723 3,627 
2 Geese 310 311 316 312 275 1,524 
 
Statistic Ducks Geese 
Total 
Responses 
783 399 
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Total Participation (Ducks + Geese) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
# years hunted waterfowl in past 5 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1 of 5 15 1.5 1.9 1.9 
2 of 5 30 3.0 3.8 5.7 
3 of 5 37 3.8 4.7 10.5 
4 of 5 62 6.3 7.9 18.4 
5 of 5 639 64.9 81.6 100.0 
Total 783 79.5 100.0  
Missing .00 190 19.3   
System 12 1.2   
Total 202 20.5   
Total 985 100.0   
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Q5.7 Which type of Louisiana hunting license did you purchase for the 
2009-2010 season?(Please mark one.) 
# Answer 
 
Respons
e 
% 
1 Basic Season license 
 
321 41% 
2 Non-Resident Basic Season license 
 
21 3% 
3 Sportsmen’s Paradise license 
 
48 6% 
4 
Non-Resident Small 
Game/Migratory Bird license (1 
day) 
 
9 1% 
5 Senior Hunt/Fish license 
 
65 8% 
6 
Louisiana Native Non-Resident 
Basic Trip license (5 day)  
4 1% 
7 Lifetime Hunting license 
 
298 37% 
8 
College Non-Resident Student 
Hunting/Fishing license  
5 1% 
9 
Resident Disabled Sportsman 
license  
0 0% 
10 
Resident/Non-Resident Military 
Basic Season license  
4 1% 
11 Disabled Veteran Hunting license 
 
1 0% 
 Total  776 100% 
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Q5.8 During the 2009-2010 hunting season, did you hunt for any of 
the following game in Louisiana?   (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Deer   
 
441 72% 
2 Quail   
 
41 7% 
3 Squirrel   
 
274 45% 
4 Dove   
 
371 61% 
5 Snipe   
 
100 16% 
6 Turkey   
 
130 21% 
7 Gallinule   
 
78 13% 
8 Rails   
 
53 9% 
9 Woodcock   
 
70 11% 
 
 
 
 
 
Q5.9 Are you currently a member of a hunting or conservation 
organization?   (Please mark all that apply.) 
# Answer   
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Conservation Association   
 
168 21% 
2 Delta Waterfowl   
 
207 26% 
3 Ducks Unlimited   
 
354 45% 
4 
Other national/statewide/local 
conservation or hunting organization 
(please specify) 
  
 
90 11% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 795 
 
 
Statistic Value 
Total 
Responses 
613 
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Q5.10 What is your approximate annual household income before 
taxes?  (Please mark one.) 
 
 
 
 
Statistics 
Income (000s) 
N  767 
Mean $97.0 
Std. Deviation $34.9 
Minimum Under $20 
Maximum   Over 
$200 
 
 
Q5.11 We welcome your comments below or on additional sheets 
regarding this survey or any issue of concern related to waterfowl 
hunting in Louisiana. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 972 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Under $20,000   
 
26 3% 
2 $20,000 - $39,999   
 
34 4% 
3 $40,000 - $59,999   
 
97 13% 
4 $60,000 - $79,999   
 
136 18% 
5 $80,000 - $99,999   
 
126 16% 
6 $100,000 - $119,999   
 
103 13% 
7 $120,000 - $139,999   
 
68 9% 
8 $140,000 - $159,999   
 
37 5% 
9 $160,000 - $179,999   
 
28 4% 
10 $180,000 - $199,999   
 
20 3% 
11 Over $200,000   
 
92 12% 
 Total  767 100% 
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APPENDIX G 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS –  
THE 2012 SURVEYS OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS 
  
Random Mail Survey 
 
  
1. In which parish do you reside? 
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# Answer 
 
 Response % 
1 Acadia Parish   
 
18 2% 
2 Allen Parish  
 
2 0% 
3 
Ascension 
Parish 
  
 
35 3% 
4 
Assumption 
Parish 
  
 
5 0% 
5 Avoyelles Parish   
 
21 2% 
6 
Beauregard 
Parish 
  
 
6 1% 
7 Bienville Parish   
 
7 1% 
8 Bossier Parish   
 
31 3% 
9 Caddo Parish   
 
48 4% 
10 Calcasieu Parish   
 
57 5% 
11 Caldwell Parish  
 
3 0% 
12 Cameron Parish   
 
6 1% 
13 
Catahoula 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
14 Claiborne Parish   
 
6 1% 
15 
Concordia 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
16 De Soto Parish   
 
8 1% 
17 
East Baton 
Rouge Parish 
  
 
96 9% 
18 
East Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
19 
East Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
20 
Evangeline 
Parish 
  
 
11 1% 
21 Franklin Parish   
 
8 1% 
22 Grant Parish   
 
19 2% 
23 Iberia Parish   
 
14 1% 
24 Iberville Parish   
 
6 1% 
25 Jackson Parish   
 
6 1% 
26 
Jefferson Davis 
Parish 
  
 
16 1% 
27 Jefferson Parish   
 
43 4% 
 196   
28 La Salle Parish   
 
7 1% 
29 Lafayette Parish   
 
84 8% 
30 
Lafourche 
Parish 
  
 
41 4% 
31 Lincoln Parish   
 
26 2% 
32 
Livingston 
Parish 
  
 
27 2% 
33 Madison Parish  
 
3 0% 
34 
Morehouse 
Parish 
  
 
12 1% 
35 
Natchitoches 
Parish 
  
 
9 1% 
36 Orleans Parish   
 
11 1% 
37 Ouachita Parish   
 
62 6% 
38 
Plaquemines 
Parish 
  
 
7 1% 
39 
Pointe Coupee 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
40 Rapides Parish   
 
50 5% 
41 Red River Parish  
 
2 0% 
42 Richland Parish   
 
10 1% 
43 Sabine Parish  
 
3 0% 
44 
St. Bernard 
Parish 
  
 
5 0% 
45 
St. Charles 
Parish 
  
 
16 1% 
46 
St. Helena 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
47 St. James Parish   
 
5 0% 
48 
St. John The 
Baptist Parish 
 
 
3 0% 
49 
St. Landry 
Parish 
  
 
13 1% 
50 
St. Martin 
Parish 
  
 
15 1% 
51 St. Mary Parish   
 
11 1% 
52 
St. Tammany 
Parish 
  
 
56 5% 
53 Tangipahoa   
 
17 2% 
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Parish 
54 Tensas Parish  
 
1 0% 
55 
Terrebonne 
Parish 
  
 
37 3% 
56 Union Parish   
 
9 1% 
57 Vermilion Parish   
 
27 2% 
58 Vernon Parish   
 
5 0% 
59 
Washington 
Parish 
  
 
6 1% 
60 Webster Parish   
 
9 1% 
61 
West Baton 
Rouge Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
62 
West Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
63 
West Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
64 Winn Parish   
 
5 0% 
65 Other  
 
0 0% 
66 Not reported  
 
2 0% 
 Total  1,091 100% 
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2.    In which parish did you hunt waterfowl the most during the past 
season?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Acadia Parish   
 
5 0% 
2 Allen Parish  
 
0 0% 
3 
Ascension 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
4 
Assumption 
Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
5 Avoyelles Parish   
 
6 1% 
6 
Beauregard 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
7 Bienville Parish  
 
1 0% 
8 Bossier Parish   
 
7 1% 
9 Caddo Parish   
 
6 1% 
10 Calcasieu Parish  
 
2 0% 
11 Caldwell Parish  
 
2 0% 
12 Cameron Parish   
 
42 4% 
13 
Catahoula 
Parish 
 
 
3 0% 
14 Claiborne Parish  
 
0 0% 
15 
Concordia 
Parish 
  
 
6 1% 
16 De Soto Parish  
 
2 0% 
17 
East Baton 
Rouge Parish 
 
 
3 0% 
18 
East Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
19 
East Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
20 
Evangeline 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
21 Franklin Parish   
 
7 1% 
22 Grant Parish  
 
3 0% 
23 Iberia Parish  
 
3 0% 
24 Iberville Parish  
 
3 0% 
25 Jackson Parish  
 
1 0% 
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26 
Jefferson Davis 
Parish 
  
 
17 2% 
27 Jefferson Parish   
 
7 1% 
28 La Salle Parish   
 
7 1% 
29 Lafayette Parish  
 
2 0% 
30 
Lafourche 
Parish 
  
 
19 2% 
31 Lincoln Parish  
 
0 0% 
32 
Livingston 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
33 Madison Parish  
 
2 0% 
34 
Morehouse 
Parish 
  
 
18 2% 
35 
Natchitoches 
Parish 
  
 
8 1% 
36 Orleans Parish  
 
0 0% 
37 Ouachita Parish   
 
9 1% 
38 
Plaquemines 
Parish 
  
 
21 2% 
39 
Pointe Coupee 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
40 Rapides Parish   
 
12 1% 
41 Red River Parish  
 
0 0% 
42 Richland Parish   
 
5 0% 
43 Sabine Parish   
 
7 1% 
44 
St. Bernard 
Parish 
  
 
17 2% 
45 
St. Charles 
Parish 
  
 
6 1% 
46 
St. Helena 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
47 St. James Parish  
 
2 0% 
48 
St. John The 
Baptist Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
49 
St. Landry 
Parish 
  
 
9 1% 
50 
St. Martin 
Parish 
  
 
10 1% 
51 St. Mary Parish   
 
8 1% 
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52 
St. Tammany 
Parish 
  
 
15 1% 
53 
Tangipahoa 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
54 Tensas Parish  
 
4 0% 
55 
Terrebonne 
Parish 
  
 
15 1% 
56 Union Parish   
 
6 1% 
57 Vermilion Parish   
 
27 3% 
58 Vernon Parish  
 
0 0% 
59 
Washington 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
60 Webster Parish  
 
3 0% 
61 
West Baton 
Rouge Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
62 
West Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
63 
West Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
64 Winn Parish  
 
3 0% 
65 Other   
 
7 1% 
66 Not reported   
 
690 64% 
 Total  1,080 100% 
 
3.    What is your gender?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
1,039 95.6% 
2 Female   
 
48 4.4% 
 Total  1,087 100% 
 
4.    What is your age? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Years old 0 89 43.4 15.8 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 1,096 
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5.    Please rate your satisfaction with this last Louisiana waterfowl 
hunting season.  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
85 8% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
172 16% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
132 12% 
4 Satisfied   
 
391 36% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
191 18% 
0 No Opinion   
 
9 1% 
 
Did not hunt 
last season 
  
 
93 9% 
 Total  1,073 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.5 
Variance 2.4 
Standard Deviation 1.2 
Total Responses 1,073 
 
6.  How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve in 
Louisiana during the 2011-2012 season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Ducks (all 
species) 
0 567 40.1 51.0 
2 Geese (all 
species) 
 
Total Waterfowl 
0 
 
 
0 
130 
 
 
654 
2.3 
 
 
42.4 
8.7 
 
 
98.6 
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7.  How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone or 
out-of-state during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Days hunted -- 
East Zone 
0 60 6.2 10.2 
2 
Days hunted -- 
West Zone 
0 75 7.8 11.3 
3 Days hunted     
Out-of-State 
 
Total Days Hunted 
0 
 
 
0 
45 
 
 
75 
0.8 
 
 
14.9 
3.6 
 
 
13.4 
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8.  Federal regulations allow 2 days of youth hunting.  Please check 
your preference for youth hunts. 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) prior 
to the opening 
of the first 
split. 
  
 
325 32% 
3 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) 
following the 
closing of the 
second split. 
  
 
126 13% 
5 
Split the youth 
season, so it is 
a Saturday 
prior to the 
first split and a 
Saturday after 
the regular 
season closes. 
  
 
174 17% 
6 
I favor a youth 
season, but 
have no 
opinion about 
the timing. 
  
 
377 35% 
7 
Extra days for 
youth-only 
hunting should 
not be 
allowed. 
  
 
33 3% 
 Total  1,035 100% 
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9.  What is your level of satisfaction with the current system of two 
East-West zones with one split in the season?   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
28 3% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
78 7% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
183 17% 
4 Satisfied   
 
524 50% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
115 11% 
0 No Opinion   
 
127 12% 
 Total  1,055 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.2 
Variance 2.1 
Standard Deviation 1.5 
Total Responses 1,055 
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10.  Would you prefer the current 2-zone system or a new 3-zone 
system (Coastal, West, and East) for a 60 day duck season? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A. East-West 
Zones 
(current) 
  
 
461 44% 
2 
B. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
133 12% 
3 
C. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
248 23% 
4 No opinion   
 
169 15% 
 Total  1,011 100% 
 
11.   Which zone system would you prefer if the seasons were as short 
as 30 days?   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A. East-West 
Zones 
(current) 
  
 
377 39% 
2 
B. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
171 18% 
3 
C. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
249 26% 
4 No opinion   
 
177 18% 
 Total  974 100% 
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12.  During which weeks (weeks 1 through 4 of each month) would 
you most like to hunt ducks or geese during the regular waterfowl 
hunting season.  (Please mark  EIGHT (only 8) of the weekly boxes 
to show your top 8 choices for hunting weeks.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Oct. Week 1   
 
100 10% 
2 Oct. Week 2   
 
77 7% 
3 Oct. Week 3   
 
95 9% 
4 Oct. Week 4   
 
132 13% 
5 Nov. Week 1   
 
254 24% 
6 Nov. Week 2   
 
388 37% 
7 Nov. Week 3   
 
609 59% 
8 Nov. Week 4   
 
648 62% 
9 Dec. Week 1   
 
660 64% 
10 Dec. Week 2   
 
691 67% 
11 Dec. Week 3   
 
807 78% 
12 Dec. Week 4   
 
811 78% 
13 Jan. Week 1   
 
847 82% 
14 Jan. Week 2   
 
790 76% 
15 Jan. Week 3   
 
628 61% 
16 Jan. Week 4   
 
539 52% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 1,038 
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13.  Catahoula Lake is ....             
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
The primary 
place I hunt 
waterfowl 
  
 
34 3% 
2 
A place where I 
occasionally 
hunt waterfowl 
  
 
100 9% 
3 
A place that I 
have never 
hunted 
waterfowl 
  
 
857 80% 
4 
Don't know if I 
have hunted 
there or not 
  
 
79 7% 
 Total  1,070 100% 
 
14.   How satisfied are you with the current management of 
waterfowl hunting on Catahoula Lake?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
31 3% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
30 3% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
74 7% 
4 Satisfied   
 
40 4% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
13 1% 
0 No Opinion   
 
867 82% 
 Total  1,055 100% 
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15.  Permanent blinds on Catahoula Lake should be allocated:   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
On the current 
system of 
individual 
private 
ownership 
  
 
81 8% 
2 
By public lottery 
for the entire 
season 
  
 
70 7% 
3 
By public lottery 
for a daily or 
weekend hunt 
  
 
75 7% 
4 
Available first 
come, first 
serve 
  
 
66 6% 
5 
In some 
combination of 
public and 
private 
ownership 
  
 
54 5% 
6 No opinion   
 
712 67% 
 Total  1,058 100% 
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16.  If waterfowl blinds or blinds sites were made available by public 
lottery on Catahoula Lake, what would be your interest level in 
participating in a lottery for a Catahoula blind site?  (Please check only 
one box for each option.) 
# Question Not 
interested 
Somewhat 
interested 
Interested Very 
interested 
No 
opinion 
Responses Mean 
1 
Lottery 
for the 
entire 
season 
31% 9% 7% 14% 39% 988 3.2 
2 
Lottery 
for a 1 or 
2 day  
hunt 
29% 8% 10% 14% 39% 969 3.3 
 
 
 
 
 
17.  We welcome comments in this section. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 250 
 
18.  Thank you for sharing your information.  Include your e-mail 
address here if you would like to receive an electronic summary 
of the survey results. 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 590 
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2012 Surveys of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
Open Web Survey  
1.  In which parish do you reside? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Acadia Parish   
 
12 1% 
2 Allen Parish  
 
2 0% 
3 
Ascension 
Parish 
  
 
33 2% 
4 
Assumption 
Parish 
  
 
6 0% 
5 Avoyelles Parish   
 
26 2% 
6 
Beauregard 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
7 Bienville Parish   
 
7 1% 
8 Bossier Parish   
 
24 2% 
9 Caddo Parish   
 
34 3% 
10 Calcasieu Parish   
 
83 6% 
11 Caldwell Parish   
 
7 1% 
12 Cameron Parish   
 
18 1% 
13 
Catahoula 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
14 Claiborne Parish  
 
4 0% 
15 
Concordia 
Parish 
 
 
5 0% 
16 De Soto Parish  
 
1 0% 
17 
East Baton 
Rouge Parish 
  
 
105 8% 
18 
East Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
19 
East Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
20 
Evangeline 
Parish 
  
 
42 3% 
21 Franklin Parish  
 
5 0% 
22 Grant Parish   
 
18 1% 
23 Iberia Parish   
 
20 1% 
24 Iberville Parish  
 
4 0% 
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25 Jackson Parish   
 
6 0% 
26 
Jefferson Davis 
Parish 
  
 
9 1% 
27 Jefferson Parish   
 
56 4% 
28 La Salle Parish   
 
27 2% 
29 Lafayette Parish   
 
94 7% 
30 
Lafourche 
Parish 
  
 
44 3% 
31 Lincoln Parish   
 
14 1% 
32 
Livingston 
Parish 
  
 
18 1% 
33 Madison Parish  
 
0 0% 
34 
Morehouse 
Parish 
  
 
9 1% 
35 
Natchitoches 
Parish 
  
 
10 1% 
36 Orleans Parish   
 
22 2% 
37 Ouachita Parish   
 
61 5% 
38 
Plaquemines 
Parish 
  
 
13 1% 
39 
Pointe Coupee 
Parish 
  
 
6 0% 
40 Rapides Parish   
 
106 8% 
41 Red River Parish  
 
1 0% 
42 Richland Parish   
 
10 1% 
43 Sabine Parish  
 
2 0% 
44 
St. Bernard 
Parish 
  
 
8 1% 
45 
St. Charles 
Parish 
  
 
23 2% 
46 
St. Helena 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
47 St. James Parish  
 
3 0% 
48 
St. John The 
Baptist Parish 
 
 
5 0% 
49 
St. Landry 
Parish 
  
 
44 3% 
50 
St. Martin 
Parish 
  
 
30 2% 
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51 St. Mary Parish   
 
23 2% 
52 
St. Tammany 
Parish 
  
 
69 5% 
53 
Tangipahoa 
Parish 
  
 
22 2% 
54 Tensas Parish  
 
2 0% 
55 
Terrebonne 
Parish 
  
 
41 3% 
56 Union Parish   
 
9 1% 
57 Vermilion Parish   
 
40 3% 
58 Vernon Parish   
 
11 1% 
59 
Washington 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
60 Webster Parish   
 
6 0% 
61 
West Baton 
Rouge Parish 
  
 
6 0% 
62 
West Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
63 
West Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
64 Winn Parish   
 
11 1% 
65 Other   
 
17 1% 
 Total  1,347 100% 
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2.    In which parish did you hunt waterfowl the most during the past 
season?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Acadia Parish   
 
13 1% 
2 Allen Parish  
 
2 0% 
3 
Ascension 
Parish 
 
 
3 0% 
4 
Assumption 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
5 Avoyelles Parish   
 
49 4% 
6 
Beauregard 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
7 Bienville Parish  
 
2 0% 
8 Bossier Parish   
 
19 1% 
9 Caddo Parish   
 
17 1% 
10 Calcasieu Parish   
 
18 1% 
11 Caldwell Parish   
 
14 1% 
12 Cameron Parish   
 
131 10% 
13 
Catahoula 
Parish 
  
 
33 2% 
14 Claiborne Parish  
 
2 0% 
15 
Concordia 
Parish 
  
 
26 2% 
16 De Soto Parish  
 
3 0% 
17 
East Baton 
Rouge Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
18 
East Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
19 
East Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
0 0% 
20 
Evangeline 
Parish 
  
 
32 2% 
21 Franklin Parish  
 
4 0% 
22 Grant Parish   
 
7 1% 
23 Iberia Parish   
 
12 1% 
24 Iberville Parish   
 
7 1% 
25 Jackson Parish  
 
3 0% 
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26 
Jefferson Davis 
Parish 
  
 
42 3% 
27 Jefferson Parish   
 
10 1% 
28 La Salle Parish   
 
92 7% 
29 Lafayette Parish  
 
3 0% 
30 
Lafourche 
Parish 
  
 
30 2% 
31 Lincoln Parish  
 
1 0% 
32 
Livingston 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
33 Madison Parish  
 
3 0% 
34 
Morehouse 
Parish 
  
 
39 3% 
35 
Natchitoches 
Parish 
  
 
15 1% 
36 Orleans Parish   
 
10 1% 
37 Ouachita Parish   
 
24 2% 
38 
Plaquemines 
Parish 
  
 
84 6% 
39 
Pointe Coupee 
Parish 
  
 
7 1% 
40 Rapides Parish   
 
41 3% 
41 Red River Parish  
 
3 0% 
42 Richland Parish   
 
26 2% 
43 Sabine Parish   
 
7 1% 
44 
St. Bernard 
Parish 
  
 
58 4% 
45 
St. Charles 
Parish 
  
 
21 2% 
46 
St. Helena 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
47 St. James Parish  
 
0 0% 
48 
St. John The 
Baptist Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
49 
St. Landry 
Parish 
  
 
44 3% 
50 
St. Martin 
Parish 
  
 
26 2% 
51 St. Mary Parish   
 
66 5% 
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52 
St. Tammany 
Parish 
  
 
42 3% 
53 
Tangipahoa 
Parish 
 
 
2 0% 
54 Tensas Parish   
 
14 1% 
55 
Terrebonne 
Parish 
  
 
75 6% 
56 Union Parish   
 
8 1% 
57 Vermilion Parish   
 
95 7% 
58 Vernon Parish  
 
3 0% 
59 
Washington 
Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
60 Webster Parish   
 
6 0% 
61 
West Baton 
Rouge Parish 
 
 
1 0% 
62 
West Carroll 
Parish 
 
 
5 0% 
63 
West Feliciana 
Parish 
 
 
4 0% 
64 Winn Parish  
 
4 0% 
65 Other   
 
6 0% 
 Total  1,325 100% 
 
 
3.    What is your gender?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
1,314 98.1% 
2 Female   
 
25 1.9% 
 Total  1,339 100% 
 
 
4.    What is your age? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Years old 0 79 41.5 13.9 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 1,413 
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5.    Please rate your satisfaction with this last Louisiana waterfowl 
hunting season.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
90 7% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
238 18% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
188 14% 
4 Satisfied   
 
459 34% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
338 25% 
0 No Opinion  
 
2 0% 
 
Did not hunt 
last season 
  
 
19 1% 
 Total  1,334 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.5 
Variance 1.7 
Standard Deviation 1.2 
Total Responses 1,334 
 
 
6.  How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve in 
Louisiana during the 2011-2012 season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Ducks (all species) 0 500 77.0 83.9 
2 Geese (all species) 
 
Total Waterfowl 
0 
 
0 
779 
 
1279 
6.0 
 
83.0 
32.3 
 
98.6 
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7.  How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone or 
out-of-   state during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 
Days hunted --   
East Zone 
0 60 9.8 13.5 
2 
Days hunted -- 
West Zone 
0 88 12.1 14.6 
3 Days hunted      
Out-of-State 
 
Total Days Hunted 
0 
 
 
0 
60 
 
 
180 
1.2 
 
 
23.2 
4.6 
 
 
15.8 
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8.  Federal regulations allow 2 days of youth hunting.  Please check 
your preference for youth hunts. 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) prior 
to the opening 
of the first 
split. 
  
 
552 43% 
3 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) 
following the 
closing of the 
second split. 
  
 
170 13% 
5 
Split the youth 
season, so it is 
a Saturday 
prior to the 
first split and a 
Saturday after 
the regular 
season closes. 
  
 
215 17% 
6 
I favor a youth 
season, but 
have no 
opinion about 
the timing. 
  
 
277 22% 
7 
Extra days for 
youth-only 
hunting should 
not be 
allowed. 
  
 
65 5% 
 Total  1,279 100% 
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9.  What is your level of satisfaction with the current system of two 
East-West zones with one split in the season?   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
69 6% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
153 12% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
261 21% 
4 Satisfied   
 
464 37% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
280 22% 
0 No Opinion   
 
23 2% 
 Total  1,250 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.5 
Variance 1.5 
Standard Deviation 1.2 
Total Responses 1,250 
 
10.  Would you prefer the current 2-zone system or a new 3-zone 
system (Coastal, West, and East) for a 60 day duck season? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A. East-West 
Zones 
(current) 
  
 
562 44% 
2 
B. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
209 16% 
3 
C. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
333 26% 
4 No opinion   
 
133 11% 
 Total  1,237 100% 
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11.  Which zone system would you prefer if the seasons were as short 
as 30 days?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A. East-West 
Zones 
(current) 
  
 
514 42% 
2 
B. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
243 20% 
3 
C. 3 Zones: 
East-West-
Coastal 
  
 
324 27% 
4 No opinion   
 
135 11% 
 Total  1,216 100% 
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12.  During which weeks (weeks 1 through 4 of each month) would 
you most like to hunt ducks or geese during the regular waterfowl 
hunting season.  (Please mark EIGHT (only 8) of the weekly boxes 
to show your top 8 choices for hunting weeks.) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Oct. Week 1   
 
56 4% 
2 Oct. Week 2   
 
42 3% 
3 Oct. Week 3   
 
59 5% 
4 Oct. Week 4   
 
101 8% 
5 Nov. Week 1   
 
239 19% 
6 Nov. Week 2   
 
448 35% 
7 Nov. Week 3   
 
760 59% 
8 Nov. Week 4   
 
850 66% 
9 Dec. Week 1   
 
817 64% 
10 Dec. Week 2   
 
828 65% 
11 Dec. Week 3   
 
988 77% 
12 Dec. Week 4   
 
1,030 80% 
13 Jan. Week 1   
 
1,018 80% 
14 Jan. Week 2   
 
933 73% 
15 Jan. Week 3   
 
811 63% 
16 Jan. Week 4   
 
655 51% 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 1,280 
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13.  Catahoula Lake is ....              
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
The primary 
place I hunt 
waterfowl 
  
 
126 10% 
2 
A place where I 
occasionally 
hunt waterfowl 
  
 
203 16% 
3 
A place that I 
have never 
hunted 
waterfowl 
  
 
879 69% 
4 
Don't know if I 
have hunted 
there or not 
  
 
62 5% 
 Total  1,270 100% 
 
14.   How satisfied are you with the current management of 
waterfowl hunting on Catahoula Lake?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
116 9% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
67 5% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
141 11% 
4 Satisfied   
 
79 6% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
48 4% 
0 No Opinion   
 
808 64% 
 Total  1,259 100% 
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15.  Permanent blinds on Catahoula Lake should be allocated:   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
On the current 
system of 
individual 
private 
ownership 
  
 
195 15% 
2 
By public lottery 
for the entire 
season 
  
 
87 7% 
3 
By public lottery 
for a daily or 
weekend hunt 
  
 
146 12% 
4 
Available first 
come, first 
serve 
  
 
125 10% 
5 
In some 
combination of 
public and 
private 
ownership 
  
 
82 6% 
6 No opinion   
 
627 50% 
 Total  1,262 100% 
 
16.  If waterfowl blinds or blinds sites were made available by public 
lottery on Catahoula Lake, what would be your interest level in 
participating in a lottery for a Catahoula blind site?   
# Question Not 
interested 
Somewhat 
interested 
Interested Very 
interested 
No 
opinion 
Responses Mean 
1 
Lottery 
for the 
entire 
season 
38% 8% 9% 14% 31% 1,191 2.9 
2 
Lottery 
for a 1 or 
2 day  
hunt 
32% 8% 11% 18% 30% 1,195 3.0 
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17.  We welcome comments in this section. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 466 
 
 
 
18.  Thank you for sharing your information.  Include your e-mail 
address here if you would like to receive an electronic summary of the 
survey results. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 725 
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APPENDIX H 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS –  
THE 2013 SURVEYS OF LOUISIANA WATERFOWL HUNTERS 
 
Random Mail Survey 
 
1.    What is your gender?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
566 94% 
2 Female   
 
36 6% 
 Total  602 100% 
 
2.    What is your age? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 years old 16 87 43.8 15.3 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 646 
 
3.  How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve during 
the 2012-2013 season, both in-state and out-of-state?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Ducks (all species) 0 710 39.4 56.7 
2 Geese (all species) 
 
Total Waterfowl 
0 
 
0 
121 
 
770 
2.7 
 
41.7 
10.5 
 
52.7 
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4.  How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone or  
out-of-state during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Days hunted 
Coastal Zone 
0 60 6.3 10.0 
2 Days hunted East 
Zone 
0 52 5.7 9.7 
3 Days hunted West 
Zone 
0 50 1.7 6.0 
4 Days hunted Out-
of-State 
 
Total Days Hunted 
0 
 
 
0 
40 
 
 
62 
0.6 
 
 
14.4 
2.7 
 
 
12.5 
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5.  Federal regulations allow 2 days of youth hunting.  Please check  
your preference for youth hunts.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) prior 
to the opening 
of the 1st split 
in the  season. 
  
 
186 29% 
2 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) 
following the 
closing of the 
second split in 
the  season. 
  
 
66 10% 
3 
Split the youth 
hunt, so it is a 
Saturday prior 
to opening of 
the first split 
and the 
Saturday 
following 
closure of the 
second split. 
  
 
140 22% 
4 No preference   
 
250 39% 
 Total  642 100% 
 
6.  Please enter the Survey ID: 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 646 
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7.  Please indicate your preference to enter the drawing for one of the  
three prizes or to remain anonymous.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A White Lake 
Teal Hunt for 2 
on the opening 
Saturday of the 
2013 Teal 
Season 
  
 
138 23% 
2 
A Remington 
887 Nitro Mag 
12 Gauge Pump 
Shotgun 
  
 
310 52% 
3 
Cabela's "Brush 
Buster" GORE-
TEX 4-in-1 
Parka or 
Wading Jacket 
(size and 
pattern to be 
selected by 
winner) 
  
 
120 20% 
4 
I prefer to 
remain 
anonymous and 
not participate 
in the prize 
drawings 
  
 
23 4% 
 Total  591 100% 
 
8.     In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone is your home residence 
located?   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Zone   
 
229 36% 
2 East Zone   
 
323 51% 
3 West Zone   
 
85 13% 
 Total  637 100% 
 
 229   
9.  In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone did you hunt waterfowl most 
often? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Zone   
 
267 42% 
2 East Zone   
 
248 39% 
3 West Zone   
 
64 10% 
5 
Did not hunt 
waterfowl last 
season (please 
continue with 
questions 
below) 
  
 
63 10% 
 Total  642 100% 
 
10.  How many days did you hunt on a state Wildlife Management 
Area (WMA) during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Days 0 45 4.1 7.6 
 
11.   During which of the following waterfowl seasons did you hunt  
ducks or geese?   
# Question 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 Total 
Res-
ponses 
1 
Waterfowl 
Season 
417 437 464 509 530 2,357 
 
 
Statistic Waterfowl Season 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 4.0 
Standard Deviation 1.4 
Total Responses 589 
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12.    Please rate your overall satisfaction with this last Louisiana 
waterfowl-hunting season.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
59 10% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
105 17% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
97 16% 
4 Satisfied   
 
227 38% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
63 10% 
0 
Did not hunt 
last season 
  
 
52 9% 
 Total  603 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.2 
Variance 1.5 
Standard Deviation 1.2 
Total Responses 603 
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13.    How satisfied are you with the new system of three waterfowl 
zones?    
 
# Question Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Neither 
Dissatisfied 
nor 
Satisfied 
Satisfied Very 
Satisfied 
Total 
Responses 
Mean 
1 
Geographic 
boundaries 
2.0% 2.7% 25.0% 58.1% 12.2% 592 3.8 
2 
Dates of 
season 
opening 
6.8% 15.4% 20.7% 49.7% 7.3% 589 3.4 
3 
Dates of 
season 
closing 
9.2% 24.7% 20.6% 40.0% 5.5% 587 3.1 
4 
Timing of 
the closure 
between 
split 
seasons 
3.6% 11.4% 29.9% 48.1% 7.0% 586 3.4 
5 
Timing of 
youth 
hunts 
3.3% 4.6% 34.4% 49.0% 8.7% 584 3.6 
 
Statistic Geographic 
boundaries 
Dates of 
season 
opening 
Dates of 
season closing 
Timing of the 
closure 
between split 
seasons 
Timing of 
youth hunts 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 3.8 3.4 3.1 3.4 3.6 
Variance 0.6 1.1 1.2 0.8 0.7 
Standard 
Deviation 
0.8 1.0 1.1 0.9 0.8 
Total 
Responses 
592 589 587 586 584 
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14.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the Coastal  
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  
(traditional 
dates from 
1997, 2003, 
and 2008) 
  
 
83 13% 
2 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting 
  
 
44 7% 
3 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 14 
– Jan. 19  (more 
December but 
less November) 
  
 
48 8% 
4 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 21 
– Jan. 26  (more 
January but 
less November) 
  
 
212 34% 
5 No preference   
 
240 38% 
 Total  627 100% 
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15.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the East 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
1, and Dec. 14 
– Jan. 26  
(traditional 
dates) 
  
 
97 15% 
2 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
47 7% 
3 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
1, and Dec. 7 – 
Jan. 19  (more 
December but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
34 5% 
4 
Nov. 23 – 
Dec.1, and Dec. 
7 – Jan. 26  
(more late-
season hunting 
but less early-
season) 
  
 
208 33% 
5 No preference   
 
249 39% 
 Total  635 100% 
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16.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the West 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  
(traditional 
dates from 
1997, 2003, 
and 2008) 
  
 
65 10% 
2 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
29 5% 
3 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 8, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
December but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
18 3% 
4 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 21 
– Jan. 26  
(more January 
but less 
November 
hunting) 
  
 
130 21% 
5 No preference   
 
382 61% 
 Total  624 100% 
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17.  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements about waterfowl management by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries (LDWF).   
# Question Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Total 
Responses 
Mean 
1 
The USFWS 
should 
increase the 
cost of the 
Federal Duck 
Stamp from 
$15 to $25 in 
order to 
conserve 
additional 
habitat on 
waterfowl 
breeding 
grounds 
25.7% 31.0% 19.2% 16.3% 7.8% 600 2.5 
2 
The USFWS 
should 
prohibit the 
use of 
electronic 
spinning-
winged 
decoys 
throughout 
the 
Mississippi 
flyway 
31.8% 32.3% 20.1% 9.5% 6.4% 598 2.3 
3 
LDWF should 
develop 
hunter 
recruitment 
and 
mentored 
hunting 
programs to 
increase 
5.5% 12.3% 39.3% 30.9% 11.9% 595 3.3 
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waterfowl 
hunter 
participation 
4 
LDWF should 
manage 
hunter use 
of public 
wildlife 
management 
areas 
(WMAs) to 
reduce 
crowding 
7.3% 11.8% 28.3% 39.4% 13.1% 601 3.4 
5 
LDWF should 
lease private 
lands to 
provide 
additional 
opportunity 
for public 
waterfowl 
hunting, 
funded by a 
new leased 
lands permit 
required to 
hunt on 
these 
properties 
9.0% 13.8% 21.7% 38.3% 17.2% 600 3.4 
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Statistic The USFWS 
should 
increase the 
cost of the 
Federal Duck 
Stamp from 
$15 to $25 in 
order to 
conserve 
additional 
habitat on 
waterfowl 
breeding 
grounds 
The USFWS 
should prohibit 
the use of 
electronic 
spinning-
winged decoys 
throughout 
the Mississippi 
flyway 
LDWF should 
develop 
hunter 
recruitment 
and mentored 
hunting 
programs to 
increase 
waterfowl 
hunter 
participation 
LDWF should 
manage 
hunter use of 
public wildlife 
management 
areas (WMAs) 
to reduce 
crowding 
LDWF should 
lease private 
lands to 
provide 
additional 
opportunity 
for public 
waterfowl 
hunting, 
funded by a 
new leased 
lands permit 
required to 
hunt on 
these 
properties 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 2.5 2.3 3.3 3.4 3.4 
Variance 1.6 1.4 1.0 1.2 1.4 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.2 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.2 
Total 
Responses 
600 598 595 601 600 
 
18.  At what age did you first hunt waterfowl? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 years old 2 56 14.1 7.9 
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19.  Please help us understand how you think about yourself and  
waterfowl hunting by selecting the one category that best describes  
you.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
I'm not a 
serious 
waterfowl 
hunter now, 
but could see 
myself 
becoming a 
waterfowl 
hunter at some 
point in the 
future 
  
 
57 10% 
2 
I'm learning 
how to become 
a waterfowl 
hunter 
  
 
66 11% 
3 
I definitely 
think of myself 
as a waterfowl 
hunter 
  
 
351 60% 
4 
I used to think 
of myself as a 
waterfowl 
hunter, but no 
longer think of 
myself in those 
terms 
  
 
63 11% 
5 
I don't think of 
myself as a 
waterfowl 
hunter, even 
though I have 
occasionally 
hunted 
waterfowl 
  
 
63 11% 
 Total  600 100% 
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20.  Do you have access to the Internet at your home or place of 
work? 
 
 
21.  If you wish to be entered into the drawing for one of the prizes  
identified in Question 1 above, please provide your name, e-mail  
address, and/or phone number below.   
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 603 
 
 
22.  We welcome comments and recommendations in this section.   
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 220 
 
 
23.  Survey Phase: 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Phase1   
 
479 74% 
2 Phase2   
 
167 26% 
 Total  646 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
543 93% 
2 No   
 
40 7% 
 Total  583 100% 
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2013 Surveys of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
Internet Panel Survey 
 
1.    What is your gender?   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
130 90% 
2 Female   
 
14 10% 
 Total  144 100% 
 
2.    What is your age? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 years old 17 70 41.3 14.8 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 146 
 
3.  How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve during 
the 2012-2013 season, both in-state and out-of-state?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Ducks (all species) 0 315 40.8 47.8 
2 Geese (all species) 
 
Total Waterfowl 
Harvested 
0 
 
0 
 
70 
 
315 
3.3 
 
44.7 
11.1 
 
50.5 
 
 241   
4.  How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone or 
out-of-state during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Days hunted 
Coastal Zone 
0 50 8.6 11.1 
2 Days hunted East 
Zone 
0 46 6.0 9.8 
3 Days hunted West 
Zone 
0 35 2.4 6.2 
4 Days hunted Out-
of-State 
 
Total Days Hunted 
0 
 
 
0 
30 
 
 
50 
1.3 
 
 
14.1 
4.8 
 
 
12.5 
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5.  Federal regulations allow 2 days of youth hunting.  Please check 
your preference for youth hunts.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) prior 
to the opening 
of the 1st split 
in the  season. 
  
 
44 31% 
2 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) 
following the 
closing of the 
second split in 
the  season. 
  
 
13 9% 
3 
Split the youth 
hunt, so it is a 
Saturday prior 
to opening of 
the first split 
and the 
Saturday 
following 
closure of the 
second split. 
  
 
35 24% 
4 No preference   
 
51 36% 
 Total  143 100% 
 
6.  Please enter the Survey ID: 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 148 
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7.  In appreciation for completing this survey, LDWF will enter your 
name into a drawing for one of three prizes identified below.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A White Lake 
Teal Hunt for 2 
on the opening 
Saturday of the 
2013 Teal 
Season 
  
 
38 26% 
2 
A Remington 
887 Nitro Mag 
12 Gauge Pump 
Shotgun 
  
 
72 49% 
3 
Cabela's "Brush 
Buster" GORE-
TEX 4-in-1 
Parka or 
Wading Jacket 
(size and 
pattern to be 
selected by 
winner) 
  
 
32 22% 
4 
I prefer to 
remain 
anonymous and 
not participate 
in the prize 
drawings 
  
 
5 3% 
 Total  147 100% 
 
8.     In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone is your home residence 
located?   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Zone   
 
59 40% 
2 East Zone   
 
69 47% 
3 West Zone   
 
18 12% 
 Total  146 100% 
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9.  In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone did you hunt waterfowl most 
often? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Zone   
 
66 45% 
2 East Zone   
 
55 38% 
3 West Zone   
 
19 13% 
5 
Did not hunt 
waterfowl last 
season (please 
continue with 
questions 
below) 
  
 
6 4% 
 Total  146 100% 
 
10.  How many days did you hunt on a state Wildlife Management 
Area (WMA) during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Days 0 46 2.6 7.1 
 
11.   During which of the following waterfowl seasons did you hunt 
ducks or geese?   
# Question 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 Total 
Res-
ponses 
1 
Waterfowl 
Season 
100 106 112 126 133 577 
Statistic Waterfowl Season 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 4.0 
Standard Deviation 1.5 
Total Responses 146 
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12.    Please rate your overall satisfaction with this last Louisiana 
waterfowl-hunting season.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
7 5% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
26 18% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
31 22% 
4 Satisfied   
 
55 39% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
17 12% 
0 
Did not hunt 
last season 
  
 
6 4% 
 Total  142 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.4 
Variance 1.2 
Standard Deviation 1.1 
Total Responses 142 
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13.   In 2012, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
introduced a system of three Migratory Waterfowl Zones (Coastal, 
East, & West), each with one split in the season.  How satisfied are 
you with the new system of three waterfowl zones?    
# Question Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Neither 
Dissatisfied 
nor 
Satisfied 
Satisfied Very 
Satisfied 
Total 
Responses 
Mean 
1 
Geographic 
boundaries 
0.7% 2.1% 29.0% 54.5% 13.8% 145 3.8 
2 
Dates of 
season 
opening 
9.0% 17.9% 16.6% 47.6% 9.0% 145 3.3 
3 
Dates of 
season 
closing 
9.8% 25.2% 18.9% 36.4% 9.8% 143 3.1 
4 
Timing of 
the closure 
between 
split 
seasons 
6.9% 11.0% 30.3% 44.8% 6.9% 145 3.3 
5 
Timing of 
youth 
hunts 
2.8% 4.9% 38.9% 42.4% 11.1% 144 3.5 
 
Statistic Geographic 
boundaries 
Dates of 
season 
opening 
Dates of 
season closing 
Timing of the 
closure 
between split 
seasons 
Timing of 
youth hunts 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 3.8 3.3 3.1 3.3 3.5 
Variance 0.5 1.3 1.4 1.0 0.7 
Standard 
Deviation 
0.7 1.1 1.2 1.0 0.9 
Total 
Responses 
145 145 143 145 144 
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14.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the Coastal 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  
(traditional 
dates from 
1997, 2003, 
and 2008) 
  
 
15 10% 
2 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting 
  
 
13 9% 
3 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 14 
– Jan. 19  (more 
December but 
less November) 
  
 
17 12% 
4 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 21 
– Jan. 26  (more 
January but 
less November) 
  
 
41 29% 
5 No preference   
 
57 40% 
 Total  143 100% 
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15.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the East 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
1, and Dec. 14 
– Jan. 26  
(traditional 
dates) 
  
 
17 12% 
2 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
11 8% 
3 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
1, and Dec. 7 – 
Jan. 19  (more 
December but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
9 6% 
4 
Nov. 23 – 
Dec.1, and Dec. 
7 – Jan. 26  
(more late-
season hunting 
but less early-
season) 
  
 
44 31% 
5 No preference   
 
59 42% 
 Total  140 100% 
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16.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the West 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  
(traditional 
dates from 
1997, 2003, 
and 2008) 
  
 
8 6% 
2 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
9 6% 
3 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 8, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
December but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
5 4% 
4 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 21 
– Jan. 26  
(more January 
but less 
November 
hunting) 
  
 
27 19% 
5 No preference   
 
91 65% 
 Total  140 100% 
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17.  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements about waterfowl management by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries (LDWF).   
# Question Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Total 
Responses 
Mean 
1 
The USFWS 
should 
increase the 
cost of the 
Federal Duck 
Stamp from 
$15 to $25 in 
order to 
conserve 
additional 
habitat on 
waterfowl 
breeding 
grounds 
24.3% 32.9% 14.3% 25.0% 3.6% 140 2.5 
2 
The USFWS 
should 
prohibit the 
use of 
electronic 
spinning-
winged 
decoys 
throughout 
the 
Mississippi 
flyway 
41.1% 22.7% 18.4% 11.3% 6.4% 141 2.2 
3 
LDWF should 
develop 
hunter 
recruitment 
and 
mentored 
hunting 
programs to 
increase 
6.4% 15.0% 28.6% 36.4% 13.6% 140 3.4 
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waterfowl 
hunter 
participation 
4 
LDWF should 
manage 
hunter use 
of public 
wildlife 
management 
areas 
(WMAs) to 
reduce 
crowding 
4.3% 13.5% 23.4% 36.9% 22.0% 141 3.6 
5 
LDWF should 
lease private 
lands to 
provide 
additional 
opportunity 
for public 
waterfowl 
hunting, 
funded by a 
new leased 
lands permit 
required to 
hunt on 
these 
properties 
7.1% 14.9% 22.0% 31.9% 24.1% 141 3.5 
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Statistic The USFWS 
should 
increase the 
cost of the 
Federal Duck 
Stamp from 
$15 to $25 in 
order to 
conserve 
additional 
habitat on 
waterfowl 
breeding 
grounds 
The USFWS 
should prohibit 
the use of 
electronic 
spinning-
winged decoys 
throughout 
the Mississippi 
flyway 
LDWF should 
develop 
hunter 
recruitment 
and mentored 
hunting 
programs to 
increase 
waterfowl 
hunter 
participation 
LDWF should 
manage 
hunter use of 
public wildlife 
management 
areas (WMAs) 
to reduce 
crowding 
LDWF should 
lease private 
lands to 
provide 
additional 
opportunity 
for public 
waterfowl 
hunting, 
funded by a 
new leased 
lands permit 
required to 
hunt on 
these 
properties 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 2.5 2.2 3.4 3.6 3.5 
Variance 1.5 1.6 1.2 1.2 1.5 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.2 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.2 
Total 
Responses 
140 141 140 141 141 
 
18.  At what age did you first hunt waterfowl? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 years old 4 54 16.0 10.1 
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19.  Please help us understand how you think about yourself and 
waterfowl hunting by selecting the one category that best describes 
you.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
I'm not a 
serious 
waterfowl 
hunter now, 
but could see 
myself 
becoming a 
waterfowl 
hunter at some 
point in the 
future 
  
 
10 7% 
2 
I'm learning 
how to become 
a waterfowl 
hunter 
  
 
25 17% 
3 
I definitely 
think of myself 
as a waterfowl 
hunter 
  
 
91 64% 
4 
I used to think 
of myself as a 
waterfowl 
hunter, but no 
longer think of 
myself in those 
terms 
  
 
13 9% 
5 
I don't think of 
myself as a 
waterfowl 
hunter, even 
though I have 
occasionally 
hunted 
waterfowl 
  
 
5 3% 
 Total  144 100% 
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20.  Do you have access to the Internet at your home or place of 
work? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
141 98% 
2 No   
 
3 2% 
 Total  144 100% 
 
21.  If you wish to be entered into the drawing for one of the prizes 
identified in Question 1 above, please provide your name, e-mail 
address, and/or phone number below.  Your name and contact 
information will not be identified with your survey responses.  If you 
do not wish to participate, please ignore this question. 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 139 
 
22.  We welcome comments and recommendations in this section.   
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 33 
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2013 Surveys of Louisiana Waterfowl Hunters 
Open Web Survey 
 
1.    What is your gender?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
1,336 98% 
2 Female   
 
31 2% 
 Total  1,367 100% 
 
2.    What is your age? 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 years old 11 89 41.3 14.7 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 1,386 
 
3.  How many ducks and/or geese did you shoot and retrieve during  
the 2012-2013 season, both in-state and out-of-state?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Ducks (all 
species) 
0 400 71.0 77.0 
2 Geese (all 
species) 
 
Total Waterfowl 
0 
 
 
0 
467 
 
 
793 
7.3 
 
 
78.5 
27.6 
 
 
85.3 
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4.  How many days did you hunt in each Migratory Waterfowl Zone or  
out-of-state during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Days hunted 
Coastal Zone 
0 120 13.2 15.4 
2 Days hunted 
East Zone 
0 71 11.0 14.0 
3 Days hunted 
West Zone 
0 60 4.4 10.1 
4 Days hunted 
Out-of-State 
 
Total Days 
Hunted 
0 
 
 
0 
46 
 
 
120 
2.6 
 
 
23.0 
6.3 
 
 
16.1 
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5. Please check your preference for youth hunts 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) prior 
to the opening 
of the 1st split 
in the  season. 
  
 
530 38% 
2 
One weekend 
(Saturday & 
Sunday) 
following the 
closing of the 
second split in 
the  season. 
  
 
180 13% 
3 
Split the youth 
hunt, so it is a 
Saturday prior 
to opening of 
the first split 
and the 
Saturday 
following 
closure of the 
second split. 
  
 
327 24% 
4 No preference   
 
348 25% 
 Total  1,385 100% 
 
 
6. Survey ID (not applicable) 
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7. Please indicate your preference to enter the drawing for one of the  
three prizes or to remain anonymous 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
A White Lake 
Teal Hunt for 2 
on the opening 
Saturday of the 
2013 Teal 
Season 
  
 
426 29% 
2 
A Remington 
887 Nitro Mag 
12 Gauge Pump 
Shotgun 
  
 
631 42% 
3 
Cabela's "Brush 
Buster" GORE-
TEX 4-in-1 
Parka or 
Wading Jacket 
(size and 
pattern to be 
selected by 
winner) 
  
 
287 19% 
4 
I prefer to 
remain 
anonymous and 
not participate 
in the prize 
drawings 
  
 
143 10% 
 Total  1,487 100% 
 
8.     In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone is your home residence 
located 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Zone   
 
583 41% 
2 East Zone   
 
631 44% 
3 West Zone   
 
220 15% 
 Total  1,434 100% 
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9.  In which Migratory Waterfowl Zone did you hunt waterfowl most  
often? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Coastal Zone   
 
722 50% 
2 East Zone   
 
497 35% 
3 West Zone   
 
177 12% 
5 
Did not hunt 
waterfowl last 
season (please 
continue with 
questions 
below) 
  
 
39 3% 
 Total  1,435 100% 
 
10.  How many days did you hunt on a state Wildlife Management 
,Area (WMA) during the last season?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 Days 0 60 3.3 7.5 
 
11.   During which of the following waterfowl seasons did you hunt 
ducks or geese?   
# Question 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 Total 
Responses 
1 
Waterfowl 
Season 
1,158 1,205 1,234 1,301 1,311 6,209 
Statistic Waterfowl Season 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 5 
Mean 4.4 
Standard Deviation 1.2 
Total Responses 1,415 
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12.    Please rate your overall satisfaction with this last Louisiana 
waterfowl-hunting season.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
  
 
93 7% 
2 Dissatisfied   
 
277 20% 
3 
Neither 
Dissatisfied nor 
Satisfied 
  
 
239 17% 
4 Satisfied   
 
527 39% 
5 Very Satisfied   
 
202 15% 
0 
Did not hunt 
last season 
  
 
28 2% 
 Total  1,366 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 0 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.3 
Variance 1.4 
Standard Deviation 1.2 
Total Responses 1,366 
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13.  How satisfied are you with the new system of three waterfowl 
zones? 
# Question Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Neither 
Dissatisfied 
nor 
Satisfied 
Satisfied Very 
Satisfied 
Total 
Responses 
Mean 
1 
Geographic 
boundaries 
2.6% 4.6% 24.0% 53.3% 15.4% 1,408 3.7 
2 
Dates of 
season 
opening 
10.3% 23.3% 16.4% 40.7% 9.3% 1,391 3.2 
3 
Dates of 
season 
closing 
14.8% 29.6% 16.1% 31.8% 7.8% 1,388 2.9 
4 
Timing of 
the closure 
between 
split 
seasons 
6.8% 15.3% 27.4% 42.0% 8.5% 1,389 3.3 
5 
Timing of 
youth 
hunts 
5.9% 6.5% 33.0% 40.7% 13.9% 1,382 3.5 
 
Statistic Geographic 
boundaries 
Dates of 
season 
opening 
Dates of 
season closing 
Timing of the 
closure 
between split 
seasons 
Timing of 
youth hunts 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 3.7 3.2 2.9 3.3 3.5 
Variance 0.8 1.4 1.5 1.1 1.0 
Standard 
Deviation 
0.9 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.0 
Total 
Responses 
1,408 1,391 1,388 1,389 1,382 
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14.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the Coastal  
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  
(traditional 
dates from 
1997, 2003, 
and 2008) 
  
 
198 14% 
2 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12 (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
196 14% 
3 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 14 
– Jan. 19  (more 
December but 
less November) 
  
 
122 9% 
4 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 21 
– Jan. 26  (more 
January but 
less November) 
  
 
421 31% 
5 No preference   
 
436 32% 
 Total  1,373 100% 
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15.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the East 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
1, and Dec. 14 
– Jan. 26  
(traditional 
dates) 
  
 
199 15% 
2 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19 (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
117 9% 
3 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
1, and Dec. 7 – 
Jan. 19 (more 
December but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
119 9% 
4 
Nov. 23 – 
Dec.1, and Dec. 
7 – Jan. 26 
(more late-
season hunting 
but less early-
season) 
  
 
456 33% 
5 No preference   
 
476 35% 
 Total  1,367 100% 
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16.  What is your preference for season dates and splits in the West 
Zone during the 2013-2014 waterfowl season?    
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 19  
(traditional 
dates from 
1997, 2003, 
and 2008) 
  
 
106 8% 
2 
Nov. 2 – Dec. 1, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12 (more 
November but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
113 8% 
3 
Nov. 9 – Dec. 8, 
and Dec. 14 – 
Jan. 12  (more 
December but 
less January 
hunting) 
  
 
64 5% 
4 
Nov. 16 – Dec. 
8, and Dec. 21 
– Jan. 26  
(more January 
but less 
November 
hunting) 
  
 
302 22% 
5 No preference   
 
783 57% 
 Total  1,368 100% 
 
 265   
17.  Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements about waterfowl management by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries (LDWF).   
# Question Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Total 
Responses 
Mean 
1 
The USFWS 
should 
increase the 
cost of the 
Federal Duck 
Stamp from 
$15 to $25 in 
order to 
conserve 
additional 
habitat on 
waterfowl 
breeding 
grounds 
20.9% 19.2% 18.3% 25.1% 16.5% 1,351 3.0 
2 
The USFWS 
should 
prohibit the 
use of 
electronic 
spinning-
winged 
decoys 
throughout 
the 
Mississippi 
flyway 
39.1% 23.4% 15.7% 7.7% 14.1% 1,354 2.3 
3 
LDWF should 
develop 
hunter 
recruitment 
and 
mentored 
hunting 
programs to 
increase 
7.9% 12.8% 30.2% 31.8% 17.2% 1,349 3.4 
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waterfowl 
hunter 
participation 
4 
LDWF should 
manage 
hunter use 
of public 
wildlife 
management 
areas 
(WMAs) to 
reduce 
crowding 
9.8% 12.0% 24.2% 33.0% 21.1% 1,352 3.4 
5 
LDWF should 
lease private 
lands to 
provide 
additional 
opportunity 
for public 
waterfowl 
hunting, 
funded by a 
new leased 
lands permit 
required to 
hunt on 
these 
properties 
12.6% 11.4% 18.0% 31.0% 27.0% 1,354 3.5 
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Statistic The USFWS 
should 
increase the 
cost of the 
Federal Duck 
Stamp from 
$15 to $25 in 
order to 
conserve 
additional 
habitat on 
waterfowl 
breeding 
grounds 
The USFWS 
should prohibit 
the use of 
electronic 
spinning-
winged decoys 
throughout 
the Mississippi 
flyway 
LDWF should 
develop 
hunter 
recruitment 
and mentored 
hunting 
programs to 
increase 
waterfowl 
hunter 
participation 
LDWF should 
manage 
hunter use of 
public wildlife 
management 
areas (WMAs) 
to reduce 
crowding 
LDWF should 
lease private 
lands to 
provide 
additional 
opportunity 
for public 
waterfowl 
hunting, 
funded by a 
new leased 
lands permit 
required to 
hunt on these 
properties 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 3.0 2.3 3.4 3.4 3.5 
Variance 1.9 2.0 1.3 1.5 1.8 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.4 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.3 
Total 
Responses 
1,351 1,354 1,349 1,352 1,354 
 
18.  At what age did you first hunt waterfowl?  
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value Standard 
Deviation 
1 years old 3 66 12.9 8.0 
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19.  Please help us understand how you think about yourself and  
waterfowl hunting by selecting the one category that best describes  
you.   
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
I'm not a 
serious 
waterfowl 
hunter now, 
but could see 
myself 
becoming a 
waterfowl 
hunter at some 
point in the 
future 
  
 
42 3% 
2 
I'm learning 
how to become 
a waterfowl 
hunter 
  
 
82 6% 
3 
I definitely 
think of myself 
as a waterfowl 
hunter 
  
 
1,169 85% 
4 
I used to think 
of myself as a 
waterfowl 
hunter, but no 
longer think of 
myself in those 
terms 
  
 
50 4% 
5 
I don't think of 
myself as a 
waterfowl 
hunter, even 
though I have 
occasionally 
hunted 
waterfowl 
  
 
33 2% 
 Total  1,376 100% 
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20.  Do you have access to the Internet at your home or place of 
work? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
1,367 99% 
2 No   
 
7 1% 
 Total  1,374 100% 
 
21.  If you wish to be entered into the drawing for one of the prizes  
identified in Question 1 above, please provide your name, e-mail 
address, and/or phone number below.   
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 1,219 
 
6.  We welcome comments and recommendations in this section. 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 396 
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APPENDIX I 
LSU AGCENTER INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVALS 
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VITA 
 
Lucien P. Laborde, Jr. is a native of Avoyelles Parish, Louisiana, where he grew up 
working, hunting, and fishing on the family farm.  He graduated from Moreauville High School 
in 1972, and attended Louisiana State University, receiving his B. S. degree in Agronomy in 
1976 and his M. B. A. in 1976.  He married Sonja Riner in 1979, and together they have four 
children, Andrea, James, Casey and Tori.  Luke was employed in various positions with Willis 
Group, plc., for 30 years, and has been a volunteer for Ducks Unlimited Inc. and other 
conservation causes for over 25 years.  He left Willis in 2008 to return home to Louisiana and 
pursue a doctorate degree in Renewable Natural Resources at Louisiana State University. 
